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CCJIMBNTS TO PROPOSED (DlUU"l') NPDBS PBRMIT 00 ~ 
DOW CHBMICAL U.S.A., LOUISIANA DIVISION ~ 

The attachment conati tutea the Comments of The Dow Chemical company, 
Louisiana Division, to the referenced Draft RPDBS Permit, due on or before 
August 24, 1984 per Region VI letter to Dow by R. B. Hanneachlager, dated 
June 28, 1984 • 

Dow' a COIIIIIlenta consist of and are assembled in an order corresponding to 
that of the draft permit as follova: 

1. Comments which focua on the Fact Sheet in terms of ita sufficiency and 
quality and; 

2. Comments specifically pertinent to each process area or functional 
activity of Dow's Louisiana Division operations, consisting of: 

a. A revision of the draft CCIIIIIIBnta which Dow submitted and presented 
to BPA in a meeting at the Dow locatio"' on July 19, 1984 and at a 
meeting in Dallas on Augaat 9, and 1 

b. Comments on process area permit limitations, not previously COIII­

mented on by Dow, covering the following plants: 

LRC II/LBC III - 2200 & 700 
Glycol I - 400 
Poly A - 010 
Poly B- 009 
sanitary sewer - 1100 
Vinyl II - 1700 
DOWANOL• - 1800 
R&D Block - 2400 
Northwest Landfill - 3001 

Tankcar - 1200 
Power I - 1300 
Power II - 1900 
water Treatment - 1400 
Metbanea - 1500 
DIS - 16010 
catalyst Treatment - 1400 
Bthylene Carbonate - 2600 
Coal Pile - 2800 
Old Tank Farm - 2900 

AN OPERATING UNIT OF THE DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY 
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3. A revision of the so-called generic CCliiiDents previously submitted and 

presented BPA in a meeting in Dallas, ~xas at BPA Headquarters on 
June 25, 1984, consisting oft 

a. Revisions to what was submitted and 1 

b. Comments and qeneric issues and subjects not previously submitted 
to EPA. 

4. A summary compliance schedule Which will be necessary in order for Dow 
to meet certain draft permit limitations and conditions. 

THIS SUBMISSION CONSISTS OP OOIIMBN'l'S NOT PRBVIOOSLY SUBMI'l"l'ED TO BPA AS 
WELL AS REVISIONS TO caiMBNTS PRBVIOOSLY SUBMI'l"l'BD, AS OBSCRIBBD ABOVB, 

AND CONSTITUTES DOW'S CONSOLIDATED, PliiAL A11D ctMPLB'l'B COMMENTS TO THE 

DRAFT PBRMIT LA0003301 (BXCBPT AS NUTBD).* 

While all previous submissions of OCIIIIIIents by Dow should be discarded in 
favor of today's submission, the previous ~ts ~e submitted in draft 
form for the purpose of facilitating the early communication of Dow's con­
cerns to BPA as well as to permit EPA, Region VI, an early start toward 
understanding and considering Dow's concerns about thiB very, very compli­
cated and comprehensive draft permit. 

The final consolidated oamments being submitted today do not constitute 
wholesale or drastic revisions to Dow's draft cammenta-.sUbmftted previously 
such as to render any previous >OOrk invested by Reqion VI in the draft ccm­
ments of no value. Indeed, they were and are of qreat value in oonsiderinq 
today's submission. 

In order to facilitate BPA's consideration of these CClllllllents, we have used 

the following format in presenting our comments (and draft comments): 

A. Coalllent statement of the problem or issue. 

B. Justification for the statement consisting of a discussion, with or 
without data, of the problem being dealt with by the 0011111l8Dt. 

C. Requested Changes to Draft Permit needed to overcome the problem, 
including revised (marked up) copies of the pertinent draft permit page. 

D. Requests for Clarification concerning the derivation and/or basis of 
specific limitations or conditions in the draft permit • 
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Comments made by various Agency personnel during the clarification aeetings 
that have occurred between Dow and EPA (June 2 5, 1 984 in Dallas , 'lex a a, 
July 19, 1984 and August 9, 1984) lead Dow to believe that Region VI is 
seriously targeting October 1, 1984 as a date on which to issue a final 
decision on whether or not (with or without changes) to issue an RPDES 
Parmi t to Dow. 

Considering the due date for comments, the date of this submission, the 
tremendous complexity of Dow's facility and permit and the fact that Dow 
has invested a super-extraordinary effort, involving the equivalent of five 
people for well in excess of two months for preparation of comments, Dow 
considers that for EPA to devote only a period of approximately 30 days 
(i.e. end of August to end of september, 1984) in which to digest Dow' a 
camnents, properly consider them, review the draft permit for possible 
necessary changes, prepare responses to Dow's comments, and draft a final 
decision - all tovard the formalistic goal of achieving an October 1, 1 !184 
deadline for issuing a final decision, would be grossly unfair to Dow and 
be totally inadequate. 

Accordingly, we seriously request Region VI to abandon ita October 1, 1984 
deadline, if it has such a target, and devote a reasonable time and effort 
to examining the comments of Dow and any other submitters, including con­
sidering any comments of the State of Louisiana relative to certification, 
so that an environmentally and technically sound NPDES Permit will be 
issued. lf this is done, we believe that !IIDBt, if not all, of the adminis­
tratively resolvable problema can be overcome. 

we doubt there is any NPDES Permit issued or being worked on that is 
anywhere near as oomplSIC as LA0003301, the instant permit. It therefore 
deserves a serious, studied and well considered effort by EPA -- and 
moreover, a comparable effort to that of Dow. We did not have any more 
•spare• people to devote to this permit than BPA. We, nevertheless, 
• ••• found the time ••• • which is vhat BPA must, in fairness to permittees, 
do. After all, BPA and the State of Louisiana are, in effect, partners 
with Dow in this worthy environmental effort. 

While these are Dow's final written comments, Dow does intend to submit the 
following additional comments and for the reasons indicated: 

*On or about June 28, 1984, Dow requested EPA, Region VI, for ita justi­
fication dOCUIIIent underlying the Pact Sheet (which EPA agreed to 
furnish). On July 9, 1984, not having received it, we filed an "POlA" 
request for it. Bence, not having received it prior to this sub­
mission, Dow intends to submit supplemental oomments to the Pact Sheet 
within a few days after we receive the justification • 
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A computer analyais of existing data for TPB/TPA demonstrating which 
daily maximum to daily average ratio is appropriate considering the 
variation of the individual TP!VTPA members, in order to achieve a !1!1' 
confidence level. 'ftle underlying data are available but could not be 
physically processed in time for submission of these comments, though 
the problem is discussed in today' s CCIIIIlentB. 

Sincerely, 

t.~~r 
Health and Bnvirolllllental Manager 

sb 

Attachment 
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COHMBid 110. 1, PAG!S 3 ftROUGB :u --- -
'l'be fact 8heet 1a fatally 4afective in theta it faile to •t forth 
the principal facta, the ai9nificant factual, legal and 118thoc!olo-
9ical buie for the 4raft panait and the relate4 policy queationa 
sufficiently enoii!Jh to enable the pemitt.ee and the public to fully 
unllerat.and the bailie for an4 the 4erivat.ion of the pemit. U•it.a. 
Moreover, it appears, from the explanations and lack of aplanat.ion 
and tiacloaure of 4ata, that ..any pamlt limit.. are without. aupport 
in the racor4. 

Ju.atification 

In orller to point out. the auny 4efec:t.a in the Pact Sheet., hence, 
buia to aupport BlllnY limitations in the 4raft pemit., aach ctefect. 
baa been circle&! on a gopy of the Pact Sheet and numberell. lllc:h 
nlllllber item 1a Uate4 and a brief ezplanation given to 4eacrihe 'llhy 
the it.- -· illentifiecl aa a 4efect. 

Item Ro. Deac:ri~ion of the Defect 

1 lip Cbde ill 70765-G150. 

2 'rypo - OOII'ANOLSB 

3 llt:.hylene and Propylene 

4 Pillal outfall flow baaell Clll ~ recent 18 
110nth11 DMR 4ata inc!icatea the follow:l.ng: 

Ave/Daily - 446 KGD 
Max/Daily - 654 MGD 
ll.in/Dail y - 300 MGD 

5 '!'ypo - Interraittent 

6 11hat ia the bailie of these nUIIIbera? Pemittee 
baa no i4aa were they - from or 'llhat ill 
meant by these ccmcentratiODB, or bow it -
applie4. 

7 'rypo - 001 

8 'rypo - Methyl 01lori4e 

~IIMARK OF '1'IIB 0011' CIJJ!MICAL OOIIPARY 
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Item Ro. 

9 

10 

11 

Description of the Defect 

'l'ypo - carbon Tetrachloride 

Typo - cODlli.dered 

See bracketed portion following 

'l'be Pact Sheet ehould be supplemented to fully reflect the history of 
BAT related correspondence and 11188tings betvsen Dow and Region VI, as 
summarised follows: 

Date 

May 5, 1982 

June 1, T982 

January 24, 1983 

February 9, 1983 

March 17, 1983 

AprU 15, 1983 

August 18, 1983 

Item and Description 

Dow letter signed by J. B. Martin of Dow to 
J. Dehn requesting revisions to the 
lllovember, 1979 permit. 

Dow letter signed by J. B. Martin of Dow to 
J. Dehn clarifying points Jllllde to BPA, 
May 7, 1982 • 

BPA, Region VI, letter signed by 0. cabra 
referencing an BPA plant visit relative to 
BAT and requesting certain information. 

Letter frcm D. Graham of Dow confi~:~~~ing 
receipt of January 24, 1983 letter. 

Letter fra& B. 1!1CIII88 of Dow to G. llc:Kanna 
of State Dept. of Natural Resources 
noting vbi t of lie Kenna to Dow plant on 
March 14, 1983 for purposes of State cer­
tification and submitting process descrip­
tions requested by JlcKanna. 

Letter from J. B. Martin of Dow to o. cabra, 
noting 11188ting bet..een Dow and BPA on 
January 10 and 11, and submitting a partial 
response to BPA's request of January 24, 1983. 

Letter to o. cabra of BPA by J. B. Martin 
of Dow submitting the remainder of the 
infoi:IIIBtion requested by BPA on 
January 24, 1983 • 
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Date 

August 23, 1983 

September 1 , 1 983 

September 9, 1983 

OCTOBER 21 , 1983 

November 17, 1983 

April 13, 1984 

April 18, 1984 

May 15, 1984 

MAY 26, 1984 

June 8, 1984 

June 14, 1984 

Item and Description 

Letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to 
G. McKenna of State Dept. of Natural 
Resources submitting a draft permit with 
Dow's proposed c::hanqes to the existing per­
mit slonq with explanation of future pollu­
tion control projects. 

Letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to J. Dehn of 
KPA submitting Dow's proposals for the 
"next" BAT Permit. 

Letter by D. W. Graham of Dow to J. Dehn 
of EPA submitting data per phone conver­
sation August 23, 1983. 

Meeting between Dow and EPA on a BAT Permit. 

Letter by J. a. Martin of Dow to J. Dehn 
of EPA answering October 2 t, t 983 questions • 

Letter by J. B. Martin of Dow to s. Becker 
of EPA advie:l.nq BPA that Dow will, by 
May 15, 1984, submit certain identified 
information relative to a BAT Permit. 

Letter to J. Dehn of EPA by D. Gustafson of 
Dow advising Dehn of the 1982 and 1983 
discharge losses at Poly A and Poly a 
plants, requesting eliminlltion of moni­
toring at Olltfalla 009 and 010. 

Letter to J. Dehn of BPA by D. Gustafson of 
Dow submitting the Dow data p:rnmiaed in the 
April 13, 1984 letter. 

EPA published draft BAT Permit. 

Letter frcm Dow requesting e~:tenaion to 1 20 
days for cawoent period. 

BPA latter to Dow granting 30-day extension 
to July 26, 1984 • 
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Item Ro. 

Date 

June 20, 1984 

Description of tbe Defect 

Item and Description 

Letter by G. W. lllligre of Dow to 
M. llatterwhite of BPA confi~:~~~ing plans to 
visit BPA in Dallas, ~as on June 25, 1984 
with agenda for meeting attached. 

JURE 25, 1984 Meeting in Dallas between Dow and BPA. 

June 26, 1 984 

June 28, 1984 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Letter by Vinson and Blkina I for Dow) to 
Dick Whittington of BPA requesting an addi­
tional extension to the 00111111ent period to 
August 24, 1984. 

Letter to G. w. lllligre of Dow fraa 
R. B. llannesschlager of BPA extending the 
COIIIIIIent period to August 24, 1984 • 

Division final outfall flow averages 446 MGD, 
see note 4 on previous page. 

Lack of analytical sensitivities for some para­
meters requires effluent regulations at 
upstream eources1 not the layout of the return 
water system. 

Should be "Pinal Outfall 001". 

Internal outfall numbering is inconsistent with 
draft permit. 

Should be "Pinal Outfall 001". 

The permittee has no idea what this statement 
means. Please explain. 

This statE!IIIent is not true. 'llbat is the source 
of this information? The penait writer had no 
data to support this conclusion. 

The pe~:~~~ittee doubte seriously thst this ia the 
purpose for biaaonitoring. In fact, the 'llhole 
paragraph is not clear. 'l'O what does •such 
dilution• refer? There is no antecedent basis • 
Please note Dow's 0011111ents on bicmonitoring in 
the Part II and III OCI!Iments. 
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20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

TYPo - presence. 

Inconsistent with draft pertllit. '1'bera i.e no 
need for a back-up oxyqen demand parameter 
since 'l'OD has been used successfully to show no 
oxyqen demand problems ( < 100 lb/day 'l'OD l . See 
coamenta on CPB Plant • 

Inconsistent with draft permit but not needed 
anyway. No justification for this parameter. 

Sea "OTCW - Net 'l'OD" section. 

TYPo - inorganic. 

Baaed on limited data (one sample each outfall) 
in Form 2C submittal. See more recent data in 
comments of internal outfall for the Chlorine 
plants. 

Nhat is the basis of this number? 

Run-on sentences. 

Should be 0311. 

Incorrect internal outfall numbers. Should be 
331, 341, 351, 361 and 371. 

llhat does "a4jacent to the chlor-alll:ali II 
plant• mean? TYPo - alll:ali. 

See "OTCW Net '1'0D" discussion. 

TYPo - Maintenance. 

C'l'P should be "Bnviro11111ental Operations•. 

Inconsistent with the statement that no 
priority pollutants vera identified. 

Mhat is the basis for this dally maximmo niDDber? 

Bow was this determined with so little data on 
the O'J.'CW? 

Mhat is the basis for the 12 pounds aa it relates 
to the 52 lb/day limitation? '1'bis whole paraqraph 
is confusing and has no justification given. 
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Item 110. 

40 

41 

43 

45 

' 

50 

51 

Description of the Defect 

Should bave used data allbaittad to BPA on 
llcwlllllber 17. 1t83 which qave mre repreaen­
tetive. updated flows. 

Should be •reflux• instead of influx. 

RWI-on sentence. 

11hat is basis for the 0. 1 .-g/1 level? Since 
the perait writer allowed for sis CICIIIpouada in 
the prooeaa wter. wily were not sis CICIIIpounds 
allowed in the OTCif? 

'l'bia ia equivalent to four 
aay. Bot very realistic 1 
0.06 MGD. 

inches of rain per 
Should be more like 

11hat ia •emperical aata"? Typo - Empirical. 
'1'he empirical data used should be clisclosad • 

Little or no chance that the rainfall run-off 
will contain residual chlorine. 

Why 1a this a aaily IIIIIU<ilaual calculation when 
all previous calculations bave bean 4ally 
averaqe? Bo variability factor .. s sllOIIIUC!. 
why? 

See CX!!!I!!enta on Solvents Plant. 

Iaoorrect - only by direct chloriaaton. 

Incorrect - 11o longer done. 

Incorrect - See 4 7 above. 

111ot consistent with Solvents PliUit Cl'l'Of (0.05 IDCJ/ll. 

11hat 1a biUJis for presence of a1s 01111ponents? At 
the -t. there should be only two. 
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Item Ro. 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

65 

Description of the Defect 

'typo - above. 

Based on old data - Bhollld bave used data supplied 
BPA on HoYember 17. 1t83. 

Alloooed Solvents 12.5 avg/24 IWl for the .... 
stream. Inconlliatentll llhy the differance? 

Typo llbollld be "aapirical • • llhat ia this 
"aapirical" criteriA? llhat ia the "-•ill for the 
criteria? 'l'he "aapirical data • llbould be 
diacloaed. 

'l'he peraittee seriously doubts this - eee 
Chlorinated Hydrocarbon OOIIIIIeftta. 

Should be "511". 

Typo - olefina. 

Ro naphtba 11Bed in LIIC II aa a raw material. 

See Ol'CII - Ret '101) callll8nta. 

Incorrect - 'l'hia iA OUtfall 007 in existing par­
lilt. 'l'hara are ten years of data in the llMR fila • 

llhat. ia the beala for BllCb extensive liiOOitoring? 
An indicator CIOII(IOund (benune) !Mkea 110ra aenae? 
Why can • t aucb an indicator be 11Bed? 

See ~ants oo LIIC II. 

See " enta on L11C II an4 LIIC III. 

llhat ia Region vx atan4ard noquir•ent. for oil and 
gz:eaae? 50 or 55 .-g/1 ill uaed interchangeably. 
Plaaee cite Region VX guidance IIIlich eatabliabaa 
the "standard noquira~ent • 111114 provide a aopy • 
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70 

71 

72 

73 

74 
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76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

81 
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Description of the Defect 

Sboulll be •aoo•. 

Ol.ramate treatment ia no loft!Jer uaell on Glycol II. 
See WltS on Glycol II. 

See Glycol II CC1111118nts. 

Ito lleteotable level of nickel was reportell for 
this outfall on :rona 2C. llbat was basis for 
nickel? 

'YPO - intermittent. 

"0001" Bboulll be "001". 

Shoulll be • 900 •• 

DMR results inllicate no neell to continue moni­
torift!J aome of the requirell parBIIleters • Several 
parustars sboulll be lleletell. See Poly B 
caaaenta. 

Shoulll be "1000". 

Sboul.ll be "LouiaiiiDB Depll.rt:.ent of Bnvironmental 
Quality". 

8boulll be •railcar cleaning•. 

'YPO - lllllintenance. 

Incorrect - bave agreed to .,nil wash water fl'CIIII 
organic cars to central treatment plant. 

see caments on 'l'ankoar Cleanift!J aniJ Plant 
Maintenance. 

"ph" abould be "pll" • 

Sbo'llld be •are• DOt •ia•. 
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84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

!12 

93 

!15 

96 

Description of the Defect 

'1'ypo - catalYJ:ell. 

Incorrect - they are recycle4 to another p:ooeaa. 

'lfhen thb calculation -• IIIB4e for the Sol vent a 
Plant, the result -• a 30--day average, not a 
maximum. 

Mby -• the 'IPB llJdt for 1521 based on 1 ag/1 
rather than llJdta alJdlar to those uae4 for 
Solvents anll Vinyl I? Mhy wa the limit a c1aily 
IIUIX!JIIum rather than an average lill:e outfalla at 
Solvents and Vinyl I? 

Mbat c1ata 4oea the pemit writer have to ba able 
to assume that 1541 can be treated to 0. 1 ag/1? 
llhat n- rates were used for 1 531 and 1 541 ? 'l'hia 
data must be disclosed • 

See OCIIII!Ienta 011 Ollorinated Hydrocarbons. 

Central 'l'reatlllent 1a "200 1". 

See OCIIIIIIeftts 011 Vinyl II Process Area , 

llultiplication error - should be 2 rather than 4. 

'l'he 'lRC requiremBDta at Vinyl I are 11 avg/34 JUX, 

'l'he llJdts at Vinyl II are not similar and eppear 
to be calculated incorrectly: 
3 X 8, 34 lli 1 • 25 lb/c1ay IIUia\1111, 
Sinee TRC ia a grab sample, limits ahould be con­
centration rather than mass. One cannot. calculate 
lb/c1ay fraa one grab sample and have the reaul ting 
Dumber be representative of a c1ay'a operation. 

Mbat ia baeia for 1 ag/1 liJdt? Bot conaiatent 
with the process areas. 

Mbat is Region VI atandard? 55 or 50 mg/1. Sea 
Rota 66, 

Should be •teoo• . 
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99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

Description of the Defect 

'l'ypo - catalyaed. 

Ro U.ld.ta established in 4raft permit for 
Ethanolamine Plant, See DOifAJ«>L8 /B'riiANOLAMINBS 
CQIIIIIIelltll. 

'l'here is no juatifioation for controlling pll on an 
internal outfall. see omamenta an "pB" • 

Should be •zooo•. 

Incorrect - no 'llllter t:alten fram LBC II and III. 

'l'ypo - equalization. 

'l'ypo - UHOrt, B:l'RADBIIJIRK OF ONION CARBIDE c:ntl'ORATION 

'llby ill there a need to put lWta on BODs? 

Line 8 is incorrect - should be 
bis(dichloroisopropyl)ether. 

'llbat ia the basis for this assumption? 

llhere do these IIUIIIbara ccae fram? 

Should be an equal sign? 

See ...._ants on Bnvironmental Operations. 

Should reflect the two priority pollutants in the 
effluent. 

'l'ypo - naphtha. 

'l'ypo - Bioarbcmate. 

'1'ypo - Adsorption. 
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Itea 110. 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

127 

128 

Description of t:he Defect 

Doesn't -Ita sanae. 

See CCllllllleftt aect:ion entitled Ooapliance Schedule. 

Should be: uceada first 3/4" rainfall. 

Typo - volatile. 

What were t:he actual niJI!Ibera UBed in arriving at 
the 'l'PA limitations? 

Dov can the permit writer justify the IUie of 
inorqanic guidelines in an organic process? 'l'he 
permit writer haa no knovledge of the process 
stream which would allow for t:he detemination of 
whether or not the treat:aent will work. 'lbere ia 
no justification given for such technology 
transfer. See LBC III comments • 

Incorrect - Vinyl I. 

'l'hia doe a not make any sanae I 

Typo - available. 

Dov can the perait writer justify lUling activated 
sludge trea~t levels for steam stripping 
technology? What ia baaia for 'IOD/BODs ratio of 
3? Should be 4 or 11110re. 

'!be pandt: writer lmova that t:hle atream 1a high 
pH and phenol will not at:eam strip at high pH 
val~~ea. 'l'hia limit 1a not technically justified. 

Typo - adsorption. 

Rot correct - All three CCIDpouuda will be present 
at t:he Sllllle time since thaae orqanica are a result 
of acruNdng cracked gaa where relatiYB leYal of 
impurities remains COIIIItant • 
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Item Ro. 

12!1 

130 

131 

132 

133 

134 

135 

136 

137 

138 

13!1 

140 

141 

1<12 

143 

Description of tbs Defect 

11hy shouldn't tbllse organic levels be 1141litive u 
vlth other o.rgsnica ln the efflUIIIRt guldellnea? 

Just becauaa an o.rganlc la preHllt ln a •ate 
atr- is not juatiflcation alone for Nttinq 
limits on thla o.rganln. 11M' treatlllallt has to be 
4ocurnenta4. 

'!bill aaaurnea that naphthalene we present in the 
feeds of -• of the bi~ plants atu4la4 by BPA, 
Ia this correct? What data as uaa47 

-vary little data is available" - that's a good 
reason for not r&IJuleting now eo that data can be 
collecta4 that will be representative of 
operations. 

Incorrect - •.o1• should be •o. 1", hopefully • 

Since the propoaa4 gu14ellnea are not applicable, 
what criteria wre uae4 to eatllbliah lilllita? 

What are treatable q~~&ntitiea for BODs and TSS? 

Should be "2500". 

See -.ants on catalyst 'l'reat:aent. 

'fypo - precipitation. 

Should be "2700". 

'fypo - adsorption. 

Were the reported levels above treatability 
levels? 
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Itea Wo. 

145 

146 

147 

148 

149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

1SS 

156 

157 

158 

Description of the Defeat 

What is baaia for .25. Shoul4 be 0.2. 

Citation of 402 (a)( 11 la not eno119h. Bow was it 
established, 'DIIing 'tllhat data basil? 

See oomments on Coal Gasification. 'lbere ia no 
data base in existence on which to aet limits for 
this plant. 

Should be "2800". 

Should be "2900". 

What ia the basis for the priority pollutant 
limit? Bow was it calculated? 

Should be "3000" • 

Typo - confoJ:III. · 

Should be •ta•. 

Typo - Grease. 

Typo - Interfer. 

Bayou Bourbeaux flowa into the Intra-coastal <:anal 
not Bayou Grosse Tete. Is the Intra-coastal 
waterway also effluent limited? In tlhllt ~~~~~nner? 

50 or 55 1119/l? 

COMMBN'1' 110. !!, ~ .! TIIROUGB .!!_ 

'l'be Pact Sheet doea not -t the requir•ants of 40 CPR 124.8 and 
124.56, ia fatally defective, and should be reiesued to cure ita 
defects whereupon the CDIIIIIIeJlt period should be reopened to give the 
perm.ittee end the public an opportunity to '" +"t on the reissued 
Pact Sheet • 
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Justification 

'!.'he purpose of the fact sheet ill to eUIIIIIIIU"ize the principal facts used 
to derive the applicable permit limitations and to disclose the aiqni­
ficant factual, legal, methodoloqioal and policy questions considered 
in preparinq the draft permit. '!.'he Fact Sheet is seriously deficient 
in this regard thus preventinq the permittee and the public frcm ocm­
mentinq on the permit in a sufficiently informed manner. More speci­
fically, the Pact Sheet does not meet the requirements of 40 CPR 124.8 
and 124.56 because• 

1. In many instances, the Fact Sheet qives insufficient or no 
apparent basis at all for permit limits or the treatability 
numbers underlyinq them. see Comment No. 1. 

2. '!.'here are numerous instances of qross inconsistencies amonq the 
treatability numbers used to establish permit limits. 

3. '!.'he fact sheet refers many times to the use of •empirical data• 
without disclosinq the data or referencinq it so that the permittee 
can examine it • 

4. '!.'here are instances of misapplication of the proposed effluent 
quidelines for OCPSP' category of sources. 

5. '!.'here are instances of technoloqy transfer with respect to treat­
ability that are not justified. 

40 CPR 124.56 is even more specific than Part 124.8. It requires 
•. • • • Any calculations or other necessary explanation of the deriva­
tion of the specific effluent limitations and conditions ••• • as baaed 
on the effluent limitation guideline ••• • ••• or an explanation of bow 
the alternate effluent limitations were developed." The Fact Sheet 
woefully fails to meet these requirements. 

In any event, Dow has prepared its CCIDIIIents in spite of a deficient 
Pact Sheet foousinq ita attention on the more serious deficiencies and 
hopinq that its comments were appropriate to the oftentimes 
undisclosed data and cryptic guidance in the Pact Sheet. 

on June 28, 1984, Dow asked Region VI, BPA, for a copy of the justifi­
cation docUIIIent underlyinq the preparation of the Pact Sheet to enable 
Dow to more fully respond to the draft permit. As of the date of 
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Dow's final submission of ita comaente, August 22, 1984, Dow has not 
received this material. Bence, when it is received, we will he sub­
mitting supplaentsl OCIIIIIIents on the Pact Sheet. 

Justification and Discussion 

NPDBS Permit LA0003301 is, we believe, the 1110st ocaprehensive and 
stringent NPDBS Permit yet noticed by EPA. 'ftle sheer length and complexity 
of it deserves issuance of a well prepared and wll documented Pact 
Sheet. A Pact Sheet should he prepared and published that SUllll'll&rizes 
the derivation and basis of the permit in such detail aa is equivalent 
to the canplexity of the permit. We do not believe that the Pact 
Sheet for this draft permit is anywhere near sufficient to enable a 
fully informed COIIIIIIent by those affected. DOw in many instances could 
only surmise or guess at the meaning and derivation of certain numbers 
and statements in the Pact Sheet underlying the permit. 

Accordingly, EPA should have either prepared a much more caaprehenaive 
Pact Sheet or made available much more of the background preparation 
underlying it. It did DDt do this and has not as of the end of sub­
mission of these comments. 

Dow did file an POIA request for such background material on 
August 10, 1984 after it failed to receive the material in response to 
a request of June 28, 1984 and in response to a Region VI indication 
that it would he available via an POIA request. 

When and if DOw finally does receive the Region VI justification document 
for the Pact Sheet, Dow intends to supplement its CC811enta to the draft 
permit as may he appropriate and submit them to BPA, notwithstanding 
that the oomment period has expired. It is Dow's position that Dow 
has done all it could to COIIIIIent to the draft permit notwithstanding 
an inadquate Pact Sheet. Bence, Dow's supplemental comments should he 
made part of the formal record when received and would legally consti­
tute part of the record. 

SUMMARY RBQOEST FOR RBISSOAHCB .Q! _!!!! PACT SIIBBT 

Dow requests that Region VI, EPA reissue the Pact Sheet for Ll\.0003301 
and allow a 30-day period thereafter for public C011111181lt. 'ftle newly 
issued Pact Sheet should comprehensively summarize the factual basis, 
give the derivation of all permit limits, with an explanation of how 
all treatability numbers wre derived and applied, and disclose all 
so-called "empirical data" used and the base of all asaumptions made. 
In any event, the new Pact Sheet should endeavor to overcCI1le the 
defects dooUIIMinted by DOw in this 0011111ent • 
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UNITED STATI£5 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

11101010 VI 

IHI &LM .TIIEET 

DALLAo.Y••••7aa70 

FACT SHEET 

"'DMRONMENTAt CONTRol ... 

MAY2 91984 

For proposed Nat tonal Pol 1 utant Discharge Eltmfnat ion System (NPDES) Permit No. 
lAD003301 to discharge to waters of the United States. 

Jssuing office: 

Applicant: 

u. s. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region Yl 
JnterFirst Two Building 
1201 Elm Street 
Dallas, Te~as 75270 

Dow Chemical U.S.A. 
louisiana Division 
P.O. Box 150 r.., :"""\ f 
Plaquemine, Louisfan~076~ 

1. The appl~nt currently opera facilities for the manufacture of methyl 
cellulose, c~rine, caustic low density polyethylene, chlorinated 
polyet , amines, dowanals ethylene and propylene glycols and 
oxides li ht oleflns chlor1 hanes, chlorinated solvents and ethylene 
dfchlor1 e v ride, and research facilities. 

2. As described in the application, the plant site is located in lberville 
Parish, louisiana. Discharge is to the Mississippi River fn Segment No. 0701 of 
the Lower Mississippi River Basin Basin. 

3. The known uses of the receiving waters are: 

Secondary contact recreation, propagation of fish and wildlife, and domestic 
raw water supply. 

4. Stream standards are: 

The general criteria and numerical criteria ~ich make up the stream 
standards are provided tn -state of Louisiana Water Quality Criteria,• 
Louisiana Stream Control Commission, 1977 • 

J- ----------------
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s. The following is a quantitative description of the dl,charge described In 
the application: 

Flow 
a. Outfall freguencl Mu 

001 
002 lntennlttant N/ N 
003 lntennlttant* N/A N/A N/A 
004 s Intermittent* N/A N/A N/A 
DOS lntennlttant* N/A N/A N/A 
006 Jntennittant" N/A N/A NJA 
007 lntennlttant* N/A N/A N/A 
008 lntennittant* N/A N/A N/A 

*Wet weather flow only. 

Temp. •r Temp. •r Ter.~p. •r 
b. Outfall Avs/Sulllller Avg/t.'inter ~ Min 

001 96.8 73.4 
002 through 8 ambient 
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Effluent Cherettertsttcs 
c. Outfall Parameter Deily Ava (mg{l) Da11y Ku (mg/1) 

001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 

Biochemical OXY9en demand 
Chemical ox,nen de1111nd 
Total organic carbon 
Total suspended solids 
Ammonia nitrogen 
Total residuel chlorine 
Totel orgenic nitrogen 
on and grease 
Total copper 
Total leed 

fo?7 Totel nickel 
Benzene 
Ethyl benzene 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

0.9 
0.9 
0.18 
0.09 
0.07 
0.015 

001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 
001 

<ti~};hl ogp. g 
e y ene or1de 

bontetrechlorid 'J 
Dfc oro r ane 
Chlorodibromomethane 
1,2-dtchloroethane 
1,2-dichloropropane 

.016 

.035 

.015 

.019 

OOZ thru 008 Total Organic Carbon 
002 thru 008 Oil and grease 

N/A 
N/A 

6. On the basts of preliminary staff review, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, after consultation with the State of Louisiana, has made a tentative 
determination to issue a permit for the discharge described in the application. 

7. The proposed effluent limitations are contained in the attached proposed 
draft penntt. 

8. The following Items were utilized o ondsldered n establishing the basis 
for the proposed draft permit: 

Existing NPDES Permit LA0003301, effective February 10, 1g8o, expiration 
March 31, 1981 and extended by regulations upon epp11catton by 
permittee; 
NPDES epplication (Form 1 & 2C) dated January 5, 1981 and supplemental 
Information April 15, 1983; August 18, 1983; September 9, 1983; 

c. 40 CFR Part 414 & 416 proposed March 21, 1983 Organic Chemical 
guidelines; 

d. 40 CFR Part 415 promulgated June 29, 1g83 Inorganic Chemical guidelines; 
Plant site visit January 10, 1983; 
The Organic and Inorganic Chemical Development Documents; 
Consultations with the louisiana Department of Natural Resources • 
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9. The folloving 1s an explanation of calculations or ather necessary 
explanation of the derivation of specific effluent lfmltatfons and conditions, 
including 1 citation to the applicable effluent li~itatton guideline or 
perfonmance standard provisions as required under 40 CFR §122.44 and §122.4S 
and reasons why these are applicable: '·I) 

~ rll~' 

cooling and stonmwater drainage. 

This is the entire combined outfall, treatable process outfalls and contaminated 
stonmwater are treated and monitored prior to entering the return canal. Acidic 
and alkaline process streams are controlled to achieve pH neutralization at the 
final outfall. The continuously mon1tored stream must comply Ntthin the range 
of 6 to 9 pH a minimum of 9~ pursuant to 40 CFR §401. Continuous monitoring of 
temperatures is ask d for thts outfall. The pH in usted 

rature an a mpact cambine for thfs 
re uiremen • 

17 
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the final GUtfall assess the contai1111ent and J' 
8A T tree tlnent at theli"iviiaiPtiiri....,+t,ntiiitrtr...;;;;-. 

~14t.ial...,;•i.M.._..~,_MIIII!fl dilution. Howver, tile possibfltQ of priort<q 
and other toxicants entering the final outfall dfscherge ts a ranote but finfte 
possfb111Q. 

In order tD •et the goals of the Clean Water Act as enu~nerated fn section 101, 
the EPA 1111 requf re under the authorl Q of 5ectton 308 that treated eftl uents be 
bfomonftored. The di sc!large of toxfc prforiQ poll utents from several Internal 
outfalls have been established fn the consolidated applicetion or fts potential 
has been demonstrated earlier fn this document, and pennit requirements have 
been establfslled fOr toxic prforfQ pollutants Vhich represent the degree of 
effluent reduction attainable through the app11utfon of BAT (best evaihble 
technology economically achievable). While Region 6 feels comfortable with the 
ability of Its BAT penults to control the discharge of toxfcs, the .anftoring of 
specffic chemical parameters alone does not measure toxicity. The most direct 
and cost·effective approach tD 11easurtng effluent toxicity is to perfonn a 
static bionsay test of the treated effluent. 

The penni ttee will ut11 tze the screening test procedures and Lt50 tnethodol ogy 
set out fn •Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxfci ty of Effluents to Aqua tic 
Organisms, •EPA·600/4·78.012. No presumption should be 11ade should the 
permittee pursuant to conditions specified in the pennit need to establish the 
LCSO of the treated effluent. The bioassay infonuatfon will be used by the 
State and EPA in determining Which receiving waters lily have exfstfng or 
potential use impairments. The effluent bioassay fnfonnatfon by itself will not 
be used to derive permft lfmits nor used to show cause and effect relationships. 
Other data gathering such as fixed station monitoring, intensive surveys, fate 
and effect studies and/or chronic testing would be necessary to establish cause 
and effect relationships. All of this Information together would then became a 
part of the continuing planning process used to direct attafnabili<q studies, 
site specific criteria .odffication studtes. and _.ter quality penaitting 
requt rements. The bioassay data wi 11 not be used tn detenuinfng conpl fence wl th 
tile permit lfmfts. Compliance with the penult 1f111its will rely on chemical 
testing. 

Area 100 • Chlorinated polyeth,ylene area. 

The B~ ~nditions of this outfall fs co 
aU> <1'ressenc0f total residual chlorine and ckup oxyge 

There ore, TOO and TSS are continued and .an 
for. A ltmit for TRC vas established at 2 11g/l dafly • 

~ 
Area 200 - Once.through cooltng wter from lll!th,yl cellulose unit. 

on.contlct tn the applfcatfon. Therefore, 1 11•1t W 5 mgtl(fncreii f!l.. ..,....,.. Reporttng of flow and pH fs asked for. The cooltng .,.,,, •• ;K,flhrd~~ "\~ 

as establtshed as 1 daily 11axtmum lf•tt for 0201. The tee no ogy loyed 
o this requirement is ti11ely pl1nt 11aintenance and proper cleanup and spill 

. •. prevention procedures. 



Area 300 Chlor-Alkalt II and Chlorine Plant • 

Effluent 1t•ttattons and 110nitoring requir•ents wre established at outfalls 

• 
0311 and 0321 for the Chlor-Alkalt II and Chlortne plants for total suspended 

~~!'~ ;e1 restdual chlortne, copper. 1ead and nickel as set forth tn the 
~'i '-!;:x~SY.""I!IIfcal effluent vutdeltnes prG~~ulgated tn CO CFR Part C15.62(b) and 

--• 

i·. 

Tile IIPDES application reported<ii'eetehlc ouanttttes of hal a;nated o(P•n!~ ~ S 
The proposed organic chemical gut deli nes do not apPly at tft Wtfl I 11 e the 
technology 1s based upon act hated sludge treatlllent. Ctll oro-alkali effluent 1s 
not 1111enable to thh technology. However, phystcal/themful treaUnent of 
steam/air stripping or activated carbon ldsorptton technology ts available. 

The tnorgantc chemical development document Mas utilized to derive equitable 
now rates to apply BAT technology for control of halocarbons at 0311 and 0321. 
The 30-day average and daily •aKimum achievable levels were established based 
upon best professional judgment. The product of the flow and the achievable 
levels resulted in the proposed pennft ltmitatfons in lbs/day total purgeable 
halocarbons. The daily •aKimum limit represents the 99S confidence level as 
app11ed to these discharges. The daily maKftnum ltmft at 0311 1s calculated as 
an example: ~' 

0.387 MGD x 8.3C Jf.!jgal (6 lbs/lofi lbs (Pj;}). 5.3 or 6 lbs/day. 

This process discharge reaBAT abatement for several .etals, halocarbons 
and total residual chlori e, a biomonitoring requirement ts therefore asked at 
the point just prior to en the Dow return canal based upon 24-hr can post te 
sampling. 

In order to meet the goals of the Clean Vater Act as enumerated in Section 101, 
the EPA IllY require under the authori~ of Section 308 that treated~ be 

0 biomonitored. The discharge of toxic priori~ pollutants fran outf 030 r ~6 
fts potential has been demonstrated earlter in thfs document, and perm 
requirements have been established for toxic prfort~ pollutants ~tch 
represent the degree of effluent reduction attainable through the application of 
BAT (best available technology economically echievable). Vhtle Region 6 feels 
comfortable v1 th the abtl t ~ of its BAT penatts to control the df schuge of 
toxfcs, the -onitoring of specific chemfca1 par~eters alone does not Measure 
toxicitJ. The .est direct and cost-effective approach to measuring effluent 
toxtcf~ is to perform a statfc b1oassQ" test of the treated effluent. 

The penafttee vfll utf11ze the screening test procedures and LCSO ~~ethodo1ogy 
set out fn •MethOds for Measuring the Acute Toxtci~ of Effluents to Aquatic 
OrganiSIIIS,• EPA-600/4-78-012. No presumption should be made should the 
permittee pursuant to conditions specified tn the pennit need to establtsh the 
LCSO of the treated effluent. The bioassay tnfon~~ation vfll be used by the 
state tnd EPA tn determining 11111ch receiving 111ters uy have extstfng or 
potential use impairments. The effluent bioassay fnfomatfon by itself will not 
be used to derive pemit limits nor used to show cause and effect relationships. 
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Other dltl gathering such IS fixed station 110nttortng, tntensfve surveys, fate 
and effect studies and/or chronic testing .ould bt necessary to establish cau~p 
and effect relationships. All of this tnfonaation together .ould then became 1 
part of the conttnutng planning process used to direct attainabtlit¥ studies, 
site specific crtterta .odificatton studies, and .. ur qualtt¥ pennttttng 
requfrt~~~ents. The btoassay dltl wf11 not bt used tn detenainfng canpl hnce w1 th 
the pennft U11tts. Complfance wfth the pel"'lit 1i11fts will rely on chemical 
testtng. 

The above·.onttoring applies to each internal outfall prior to entering the 
ft nal discharge canal • 

Area 400 - Propylene oxide and intennediate area. 

The process wastewater and contaminated stonn drainage is sent to the Central 
Treatment Plant. This stream accounts for a large portfon of the 7 MGD treated 
there and ts regulated at internal outfall 2001. 

NPDES application indicated once-through c.ooling .. ter ts discharged h~e 
~~oopno priority pollutants were identified in the 43 MGD~~;h!!:~~ l~.J/ 

tton to reporting the flow and pH, a 11aKim1111 limitS 119/l Net TO s 
establfshed at internal outfalls 4U ud 4?1: The techno:teCI r the 
net TOO requirement is ti~ely p1aMi:meintafn~n€!>and proper spill prevention and 
cleanup procedures. ,SQ. 
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Area • 500 .Chlorinated solvents plant area. 

Dow produces various chlorinettd solvents by the process of direct chlorination 
then~a1 chlorination and dehrdrochlortnation to produce 1 ~de varie" of ' 
products and by-products. 

The IPDES appltcatfon shows the fOllowing outfells and descrtpttons: 

Operation F1011 IGD Description Outfall 

non-contact rher wttr 
contact river -.ter 

contact process wttr 
non-contact condensate 

)J 
dt scllarved 

· ste1111 stripper/ 
thenaal oxidizer 
pH neutralization 
di scllarved 

501 

511 
521 
531 

Process wastewater contamineted ~th purgeable halocarbons can be successfully 
treated by physical/chemical aethods to virtually a~ degree of reduction. For 
example, data fresented in the Proposed Development Document fOr Organic 
Chemical Guide ines, EPA 440/1-83/009-b, February, 1983, Yol. 111, describe 
steam stripping of the organic volatile priori~ pollutants. The key component 
here 1,2-dfchloroethane, based upon sol • etc., can be steam stripped from 
tts solubtlity lfmft (about 900 11g/1) to 0.05 g/~•ttl1~ B theoretical trays 
and 0.018 lbs steam per lbs feed. Using queo influx nly 6 theoretical 
trays are required. )f 
Pennitties 2C application reported numerous p geable hllocarbons and aromatics 
fn the discharge. The aromatics are derived ~ by-product alkalini~ Which 
will be regulated at tile source LHCJJ and 111. e afpltcatton of BAT 
technology derived by best engineering or profess a judgment ts authorized by 
40 CFR Part 122. 'II 

· The 2. 53 MGD process we stewa ter 1111 be steam strf pped 0.1 r each .Pf the 
purgeable hllocarbons detected tn the 2C application and tly avQell> 
lt•itatton calculated: 2.53 a 8.34 a 0.6 • 12.5 lbs/ ~fly averag , he 
once--through cooling wter has been reduced to 15 Ill • IIIR data from 82 and 
1983 supports this reduction. Contatment effor t the BAT technology level 
involves detection and correction. We have es lfshed this level at 0.05 11g/l 
fn our best professional juclg~~~ent. 1be le hllocarbons authorized from 
this source 1s calculated: 15 a 8.34 .05 6.25 1bs/day 30-day average. 

'f~ 
The ffrst three-quarters of 1 fnch of rafnfa11 is eo11ected fOr treatnent as 
process wstewater above. Ex ss stonnwater and other ratn runoff adjacent to 
the process .as reported fn 1 The allowable contamination of 
purgeable haloc:arbons tn MGD d sc 1 is 1 -s/1 and is based upon an 
evaluatfon of the effectheness o entton and contatnnent. lll"onl!r 
curbs, t111el)' •afntenance and overall good • The for 
this source ts calculated: 1.5 a 8.34 a 1 • 12.5 total 
purgeable llalocarbons. The SU'III of tile three the daily 
1111ti1111111 derhed based upon vartabn f~ confidence 
levels, etc • .as established at 64 lbs/day. proposed for 
c011plfance 110nt tort ng tn the proposed pen~i t or 624 • 



Total residual chlorine abatement technology Is available to reduce thts 
- pollutant to an,y degree by addftton or e~tcess rtductng agent and allowtng 

• 
sufftctent tt11e for the reaction to approach cc.pletton. Tile technology 
established for tllf s facn It¥ are source control. chemical rtductton and other 

entht •uures or cc.bfnattons. 1.1,:11 n: ~7' !t!!Dfessfonal jud,ment that 
an be controlled to wttllfn 1.0 II!IQ.JIIl! ~~~~~~~~ _splculatlon: 2.53 + 

''i 8.34 • 1 • 34 lbs/day dan\ ~:~xt•""· 'II: 
ltckel •s found fn thh outfa71Gt iietable quantttljl Tile long term 
achievable U11ft for nickel •s reported in til@ ihbfjji1c Cllemtcal Developa:ent 
Document at 0.19 11g/l. Application of a varfabilitJ factor of 3.15yields the 
dally aa~timum llmtt. Calculation: 2.53 x 8.34 X .19 X 3.15 • 12.6 lbs/day 
daflyllax. 

• 

• 

Biomonitorlng ~s asked fOr reasons slmflar to outfall 003 area. 

The cooling water streams, 0501 and 0531 are required to ~~eet the net TOO ltmft 
of 5 119/1 tn 1 rationale simile;: to the 003 area requirement. 

Area 600 Ytnyl J 

The NPDES consolidated app1tcatfon shows the fOllowtng streems and descrfptfons: 

Operation flow, K;D 

non-contact river •ter 
non-contact condensate 
contact process •ter 
treated contact process 
treated stormllfiSter 
uncontaminated stormwater 

59.6 
0.25 
0.1 
0.03 
1/A 
1/A 

Description 

discharged 
scrubber • ter 
pH neutraHzed 
steam stripper 
steem stripper 
discharged 

Outfall 

611,21,31, ' 41 
681 
661 
651 
661 
671 

The discharge mnttortng reports for 1982 and 1983 Indicate the average OTCII to 
be 52 MGD from area 600. The equipment fs designed IS non-contact or surface 
heat exchangers and theoretically should not be contaminated. Ho-.ver, 
exchangers develop leaks and other equipment failures result in contllllinattng the 
OTCII. The contamination must be detected and the problem corrected to ea1nta1n 

low levels 1n the discharge. A c:onsideratfon of the size and natu§Q the 
discharge along vtth the ebatement options fOr control locarbons 
In thh source •s perfonned and an effluent 11Rtitatton f 0.025 •gil s 
established based upon BPJ. Such allowance fOr the dafly scharge can 
be c:alc:ulated: 52 x 8.34 x .025 • 11 lbs/day dafly average total purgeable 
halocarbons lTPH) • 
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_... 
Pemittet Ills constructed 1 rainwater i11pouncllllt'nt to collect the first flush 
U/4•) of stom wter. lbh stre~m and contact r.ocess •steweter are ste~m 
stripped prior to discharge to the efnuent cana A SJ 
operated stripper can achieve 0.1 11gfl of each nents encountere • 
The ffna1 quantity 111,1 be calculated as follows: .1 • • y 
JO-di,Y average (T~). · S~ 

Chlorinated IQ'drocarbons from th~tripper. .9~1selll'tlere are fncinerated 
on site. The flue gases •ust be~ for tel, et.c:. The scrubber wter 
1111 be subject to contamination but not to eKtent of the ste~m stripper 
bottolns. Ve have established the 1f11ft fo fs source to be 0.3 ~~gf1 and the 
efnuent l111it 1s calculated as follows: .2 • 8.34 • 0.3 • 1.0 lbs/di,Y 30-day 
average TPH. 

OTCV 
process and sto 
scrubber 

TPH, lbs/dly 
Avg Max 

22 
2 
2 

~~~----~K_t_e_ss __ s_to_"'_~ ___ te_r------------~-----------------------.-, 
is consistent with other chlorinated ~drocarbon fa 

Mon1tor1ng 
Stream Flow Treatlnent Point 

OTCV 150 MGD discharge 0711 
contact wter .03 MGD Benzene nmoval 0721 
by-product 11 k. ,3 MGD Benzene nmoval 0731 
wash, rain water <.5 MGD discharge 0741 

LIIC II fs operating but LIICJ ts down and prob b be restarted. The 
penaittee is required to limit the n ncrease fn 071 o 5 llg/1 in the 
proposed penait. The technology employe ts requirement h 
early detection of contamination and prompt corrective actfon • 
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l'lle UIC 11 and 111 process generates 1 by-product a1ultnft,y stre1111 resu1ttng 
frOII absorption of C:02 tn wlk cell liquor. The stream {s used to neutralize 
excess JICl 1n the effluent canel near the solvents pllnt. tile 2C application 
1 ttie1 of purgeable aramatfcs, polynuclear aromatics, 
opper, lead, and nfc e The pel"'llfttee 1s preaently constructing a proprfetery 

\?im.ll'l!!t'-t~W.....,em!flite ranoval) to Meet BAT requlrenents at the treatJnent 
system effluent. The treatJnent ~Stl!lll wtll be designed to handle both streams 
so effluent ltmttatfons proposed are in tel'lls of concentration. tbnitor1ng uy 
~~~~~:49~"~4atln~t~o~r~~e~lltader to the solvents erea provided permittee 
•ates such modtftcat on reque • 

~Th:::e~pr~o=p~os~~r.g~a~nr.c~~em::t.fc~a~17s~guide1tnes ~~~ere utilized to establish BAT for 
BOD5, TSS, PA's and PNA's. BPJ was utilized to establish BAT for 011 and 
Grease, phenol, copper, lead and nickel at 0731 and 2211 or~~· 

Outfall 0741 Is regulated by Region 6 tandard requlranen for relatively 
uncontamineted storm runoff plus requ r al contamination by 
phenol and purgeable arametlcs. 

ile@ Glycol Jl lSI 
Tile CGIIIplny reacts ethylene and oxyge~~~~~: i G!~llbed catalyst to produce 
ethylene o~ide. Ethylene o~tde Is alhYdrOlyS~ ethylene glycol. 
Treatable process 1111Ute11ater Is co11ecti1ito central treebnent ~stan. 
The effluent limitations source1 are 
sent to Central Treatment ~~~ere '' 
established fn the coolfng • estabftshed 
by empirical date and In regul1tfng limits are based upon 
the 92 and 9n confidence 11m1ts for treatlaent cbr01111UII and zt nc by a varie1;y 
of Methods. Included are electrolytic or chemfc1l reduction follolll!d by 
sedl•entltlon, fon exchange treatment or side stream softening. 

The company plans to eHmfnete c:hromfum and ztnc: c:orrosfon 1nh1b1tor fn several 
cooling to~~~ers elsewhere at the facfllt,y. The to~~~ers wtll be renovated to 
rtmove traces of chromium and the removed, utertal will be treated et the 800 
1rea. Such operation Is permissible and the requirements under such operation 
w111 be addressed fn Part 111. 

'1,.. eatl e quantities of nfdel wre reported tn tllfs stre • The~ 71 v ~-~--!1!tupn11!"11'1: ... tallll!'ll1:"'ftnll'ti'Siled+~~~e~t~l!t'III~OIJY fo nickel 
reaaoval at 0.2 mg/1 30-dey average and 0.5 llg/1 daily IIIKiaUIII (99 ence 
level). The lbs/dey ltmftetfons were calculated based upon the fl011 and the 
above technology. ~~ . 

The only atre1111 tllet by-passes 0801 tstfiltenafttenllicfd/caustfc from the water 
softener ~~These •terta1 s are llntn aHZid 'fn- the effluent canal prior tD 
discharge a~nd 1re subject pH requirements there. 

?~ 
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~re~- Poly •a• Plant. 

Tile pe,.ittee Nnuflctures high densi~ polyetl\flene wfth a low pressure slurry 
process. for this area no priori~ pollutants .ere reported tn the application. 
Jt ws es~:hed ta w; Mst II'Ofts;~l Judgetlent tlllt IPT • BCT and, 
according~-changes "!_re establts~- r tilts erea. 

7.~~ "'S A~ - Poly •A• Plant. 

Tile penntttee 111nufactures low densf~ polyetllrlene by tile original •t~igh 
pressure• process. Here again~no priori~ pollutants wre fdentffitd tn the 
discharge-<:!!e changes tn jl!i! peitiJ) .ere establtshtd sfnce IPT • BCT for thts 
source. 7S 
Area 1100 - Sanitary waste Treatllent System . 

Area 1300 - Power Plant. !.) 
Once-throug~ng wter and boiler blowdown~fscharged from tllfs area. 
Reporting o.~~established as the regulato~requirement for tllfs source. 

Area 1400 - Vater treatlaent plant. 

The penatttee converts raw rfver wter to •potable• wter and returns tile 
coagulated river sflt to the Dfvfston Return canal. The penaft c:onclitfons are 
determined by our clarifier return polfcy - the compa~ aonftors and reports 
TSS, COD, alka11n1~ and c1artfytng agents added during the treatment process" 

Area 1500 -Chlorinated .ethanes fiiJ 
The pennfttee .anuf1ctures .et"'l chloride by t~drochlorfnatfon 
reaction of •ethanol lftd Htl. Metl\11 chloride f~~!lll' a hi gila, "'() 
chloranethanes fn 1 non-catalysed reactor. Still bottoals ·~ally oxfdize~­
end the flue gas scrubbed wfth non-contact river wter. 

Outfall 1511 1s about 20 MGD once-through cooling wter. Dow reported the 
outfall h rellt1ve1y free of c:ontamtn1tfon. Ve hive concluded, b1!,.._'11111~1E 
that chl 
or 7 
by early s. The s of cotutruc:ttj~n 
compatible wf th the process, •akes thfs requirement feasible. 
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outfall 1521 1s camprtsed of tnctner1tor sc stonn drainage 
and un\rta\td tllttss stonnwater after c f tilt firs\ U/4") flush for 
treatlllen\. A dafly aallflllllll requtr1111en f 1111111 bl~~·...&l~--
cltscharge. lllts requtrta~en\ t~tpressed tn ts 5 bs datl •llltiiU'II 
total purgeable hllocarllon (TPHJ, The ltat\ s tec:hntca11y eful 
control of the tnctnerator and s\11111 stripper for tile treated effluent and 
source control for the untreated stona drainage. 

=:J~::~:~:~i!if.;;:miiH:£;~~=~! :.b~:~~:~ :,!n;:~ 
1rea should not contain 

Therefore, our 
15 llg/1 def1y 

he combined TPH 11mita\tons from the 1500 area results in 1 dlfly 1verage 
dfscharge of 0.006 lbs lPH/1000 lbs of product. This 1s essentially the s 
eff ent reduction for other oducers in Region 6 BAT penni 

Area 1700 - v;nyl II 

The permittee manufactures 1,2-dichloroethane by both oxychlorinatton and direct 
chlorination of et~lene. The EDC ts then de~drochlorfnated to Vi"Yl chloride 
and ~drochloric acfd. The acid ts recycled back to the Ollythlortnation 
reaction above • 

The permittee has three discharges from this area. lMcontaminated stom · 
drainage from vi~l chloride storage (1731), e11cess storm water that cannot be 
collected by the first flush t111poundment (1721) and the ecology area discharge 
(1711) wMch ts comprised of treated stonnwater, cooling tower blowd01111, 
incinerator scrubb~tc. Process wastewater ts steam stripped and sent 
to central treatme~.Jo organtc biological reduction. 

The TPH t n the process stream to central treatlllent prtor to s\11111 strtppt ng ts 
generally comp · 51 chlorofona and 11inor amounts of other 
llal oc AT trea\lllent should resu • 

ase upon three lllljor halocarbons potentially present in the 0.12 MGD stream to 
CTP. Stnce CTP removes about 701 of these components by btologtcal reduction, 
the Uaft appHed at 1741 h established at 1.0 mg/1 or 1.0 lbs/day dafly 
average and 2 1bs/day dafly aaxfmum. 

The ecology area discharge 17 

stream 

s comprised of the following: 

flow 

ClBD 
tnctnerator scrubber 
stripped stona 1118ter 

0.72 MGD 
2.1 
0.2 
).0 MGD 

81 
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Daily average lf11itations tor each stream .. , established by IPJ and the 
calculattons are as fOllows: 

CliO o.n x &.34 • 0.1 • 1 
hlcinerator scrubber 
stripped stona: •ter &.: iJ.I !lA: p 12 

Hi i lbs/dly 
datly IIIX • Z4 lbs/1111 

These H•ftatfons wre applied at 1711 for total purgeallle hllocarbons. 
Reporttn~f !!~ vu esh'f •c .-A a U•tt ";'olj residual clllortne 
establts -- , __ lar to the requirements at vt _1 ~- '~ 

i:!oii5~=~ t!;~r ..:!,~!:t ~~~o!~:!~ ~i:,::~~~=:~ ':r.!e!~~rd'f'f 
---e-- 1tm1t Tot and 011 and Grease .. s also included at this outfall. The 
stonn runoff f~ ~da)>l ahh: Ide DC' ~fven Reg ton 6 's nora:al stonn Wllter 
rtQufrea:ents ~0 l!!!ll dlflyNxfmum Tot Jnd 15 •g/1 dlfly uxfllilll on and 
Grease. 

q~ A(a oi8) Dowano1s/ethano1amfnes 1S '11 ,, 
Et~lene oxide is reacted w1t aqueous ammonf fn a hfgh pressur n~atalysei) 
process to produce ethanolamfn • e oxtde t thutinoi 
or propylene oxide fs reacted w1th .ethanol to produc OManols 

The sanitary wastes and contaminated WIISte •ttrs are sent to the central 
treatllent systems. Waste wter. stonnwater and llfsce11aneous wters are 
11onf tortd and dhcharged 1 f treatllent 1s not necessary. These are sent to the 
treatment plan reatable. 

If these streams are w1th1n the proposed Organic Chemical gutdeltnes they 11a,y be 
discharged as outfall 1801. otherwise they •ust be treated. The BOD5 and TSS 
are the proposed Organic Chemical GIL lfmftatfons. Ammonia nitrogen and organic 
nitrogen limitations wre also established at SO ~~g/1 based upon best 
engineering judgement. Chromtum lfmttatlons wre incorporated at thfs outfall 
to be applied at the t11D. The 1ta1tatfons are our standard provisions fOr 
ontrol of cooling tower corrosion tnhtllftor 1n concentration lf•i 

Area 1901 - Power 11. 

This discharge 1s comprised of ut11ft,y •ste •ter and cooltn~~~.W..I!'Il~ 
(CTBD). The only par1111eters to be regulated are the flow an pH •onftorfng. /6} 

I bf-re@- Central treatllent facfl ft,y. 

The central treatment fact11t1 takes 
Dowanols/ethanolamfnes. ~ycot J and 
others. in addition to sanitary • The 
sysu.: ts composed of a 10 • three tratns 
reactors followed by clart dewatering. 

1'6'f 
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The Organic Chemicals proposed guidelines Nere the basts tor 1005 and TSS. 
Subpart C - Oxidetfon Subcategory fOr •High lllter Use• standards are 42 11g/l 
30-day average end 106 mg/1 deily 111xi11um fOr BODs end 84 11g/l 30-day IYerage 
and 246 llgfl daily maximum TSS. 

The BPT permit control led TOO IS the sum of OUtfells 001, 007, 017, and 020 
which Nere chlorinated polyet~lenes, light ~drocarbons, EDC/YCM and central 
treatment s,ystem. Put performance data reported on Dhcharge Monitoring 
Reports (DKRsl from July, 1981, to June, 1983, were used to establish TOD l1111its 
for this outfall. The long term IYerage discharge of TOO was 13429 lbs/day with 
1 standard deviation of 5611 lbs/day. The 991. confidence level fOr the 30-dily 
average TOD at the central treatment s,ystem calculates to be 26500 lbs/day. The 
monthly average data appears to be normally distributed: 

..v II>' 
U.99 ~ R/W8031-Soi0l. 4.09 for the 24 data pts. 

Ill>- /- !iGil 
Goodness of ftt tor 25 detenntnattons allow an RIS to be as high as 5.06. 

Tile Mlx/Avg ratio tor TOO tn the PBT pemlt ws 1.35; 26500 x 1.35 • 35850 
lbs/day TOO daily •axlmum. Such ltmft wuld lleve produced 1 dafly 11BXf11um 
violation during blo of the 24 110nths reported. The IIMR's report only one 
11axf111um per IIOnth. It appears that the 991 confidence level at 2001 ts very 
close to 36.000 lbs/day. 1/ 
The 26500 lbs/day TOD fn +~ow represents 1 concentration of 441 119/1 
dally average TOD. TOD/TOC~OC correlations supplfed by Dow Indicate 
the average concentration of BOD fn the CTP effluent fs less than 90 11g/l. It 
ts our best professional Judgment that the TOO 1f11ft fs tn lfne with BCT. 

8fomonftortng ws asked fOr at 2001 which fOllows the previously ~~entioned 
Region 6 ratton1le fOr assessment of BAT treetlnent facflltiesg1ii'ij ~ ~J@) 1 toxics. The 2C 1,2-dtchloropropane and _ __j2-chl~ro!_~ll tt> 
efth on y prforlt,y organ n the effluent. The leve s are no 

erent from treatment 1111ployed at Dow. Tile prforlt,y 
11etals reported fn the treated discharge •re present at levels readily detected 
by the analytical ~~ethod employed but •11 below levels obtainable by the 
application of BAT treatment. 
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Tile pem1ttee 
perfonaance 
canpany has 

- __, 

J_c;;;n~ 
The permittee also co11ects the first 3/4" of storm wter fn the 2200 area for 
treatment. The treated storm wter 1s c11111fngled wl th CTBD, monitored It 022C 

• 

.-• 

and dl scharged to the effluent canal • II f 
The only other stream Is the excess storm .. ter that exceed~ containnenl)ln 
the rainwater storage tank. This stream 1s 110nftored til en f1 oWl ng It ibn I ~lng 
point 0228. 

The by-product alkallnit~ stream ... 110nftored only 1f being directly discharged 
to effluent canal through monitoring point 022H. However, the c11111pany has 
agreed to 111eetfng permit l1111its at the naphtha plant treatment system regardless 
of the final destination of the stream. 

The proposed Organic Chemicals guidelines weighed heavily fn our selection of 
permit l1111ltatfons for this process. Benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and 
naphthalene along wl th several other polynuclear arCJIIatfcs, wre reported on the 
2C application for this area's discharges. The proposed gufdeltnes were based 
upon activated sludge technology and Dow will be using a physical treatment 

.-'rMII!'IIII-~team strfppfng fs an effective treatment technology for the 1"811ova1 of 
volftfle rCJIIatfcs. For example, the development doCument describes operating 
c ons for steam strl ppi ng to 0. 05 •gil wl th respect to the 111ftlber of 
theoretical tr~s required at a .odest ste .. to teed ratio of .018 lbs/lbs. 

proposed organic chemical gu1delfnes are therefore detennfnecl to be 
applicable based upon our best professional judgment for the parameters benzene, 
toluene and ethyl benzene. Monitoring only for naphthalene ws asked for as an 
indicator tor all polynuclear aromatics (PNA). 

I~ I 
Metal 

Copper 
lead 
Nickel 

BAT trea~ent, line Filtration 
Avg. (11!1/1) Max, (1119/1) 

0.3 0.6 
0.15 0.3 
0.3 0.6 
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topper 
Lead 
ltckel 

BAT trea~ent, Sulfide Ffltratton 

.OS to 0.5 
,05 to 0.4 
.OS to 0.5 

The pemtuee has 1 chofce of treatlllent optfons above to .et the ltaftattons. 

' Dow tndfcated b1~product alkalfnf" from LHC II (0731) and LHC Ill (!211) 
are sent to a r and used to neutralize e1cess HCl caatng from 
solvents 1 11111 Jl are Thh stre1111 fs non~~all,J sent there except tn the 
event of 1 s u vents. Then the stre1111 wt11 go to the effluent canal 
near the respective treatment s.rstem. In lddftion, the proprietar1 benzene 
removal treatment s,ystem wtll be designed to be able to treat the canbfned LHC 
b,y~produc fn renov 

Ofl and Grease: API separator technology ts 10 19/l 30-day average and 15 mg/1 
dail,y maxfmum Ofl and Grease. ~~~ 

::rio~!tl!t!:=,:~~PP~::nte~~:~og{o~:~,~~=~e::! ~gd~.~e{!_:v;~: :~: .. ~ 
we have detennfned that the above technology ts appropriate. 

!!: !II: Steam strfppfng, afr strfpptng, actfveted carbon J::t1 D! t treatlllent have been established as technolog,y for 
-...."telftO'II>t't--ff(' purgeeble aronatfc components benzene, toluene, et~~rl benzene, etc. 

,~ 

.... • 

The achfevablt~ lfllfts are set forth 1n the GIL Development Document and the 
proposed organfc chemfcal gufdelfnes as follows: 

COII!flonent 

Benzene, 119/1 
Toluene, •g/1 
Ethyl Benzene, ag/1 

30·day Avg. 

.075 

.us 

.150 

Dafly Max. 

.125 

.ns 

.m 
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used to establish li•itatfons at Outfells 2221 end 2231. 
treated (first f1 us h) stomvater end coolt ng tower 

blowdown for end excess untreated stonnvater at 2231. Metals end TSS ere 
not appropriate for these outfall requirements. 

Are~ Research Pilot Plant. 

This area's operations change from time to time end the flow is relatively 
small. The technology utn ized to develop the proposed Organic Chentcal 
Guidelines were established as effl li•ttations for thfs outfall. The 

penntttee!~~:!~::=~~~r~~-~~~~t~~~~~~~~~:f~~~:;~ However, f"i 
effluent • 
the .aste -.y be sent to the central treatment faci11" and 
limttattons at that monftortng potnt. 

Ar~ Catalyst Treatment. 

ft:;~~~v{;~~~~~ appears to be unconmtnated rtver water except that 
f 11111re reported fn the IIPDES eppl fcetion. Mercury 

'""n-..,il1 established. Perhaps the 110st accepted technology 
~~~~~Wna~~~ filtration. Thts technology can achieve a 30-day 

average ll 0.05 11911 •rcury. The technology fs described in the 
various Inorganic Chemical Effluent Guidelines Development Documents. 

Total Suspended Soltds reporting ws asked for to help fn the essesSIIIent of the 
1 eve1 of effort anp1 oyed 111 the ~~~ercur,y treatlllent systen. 

Are~02!:> Et~lene Carbonate Plant. 

The CCIIIPIIIY dfd not sub11ft data for thts outfall sfnce the plant ws shutdown at 
the ti•e of Sllllpltng for the IIPDES Application. Hollll!ver, thf s process 1s not 
entfcfpated to produce significant contamination ~th regard to priori~ 
pollutants. The product fs a condensation reactfon ~th carbon dtoxfde end 
ethflene oxfde and therefore the Or~ic Chemical Proposed Gufdeltnes apply vta 
Subpart D. These requirements for 5 end TOD were established at Outfall 2601 
as BCT tn accordance ~th 40 CFR S414.U proposed March 21. 1983. 

Dow •ay provide for treatment at the carbonate plant or send the contaminated 
effluent, if appropriate, to the central treatment fecflf~ and ~~eet the 
requirements at 2001. 

IJ 



!.,1(Area ojl) Coal Gasification Proto Plant. 
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he Compaft1 converts coal, ste1111 and oxygen to a caabusttble gas in a proto 
scale reactor unit. The unit ts to be operated at Yarlous condtttons to define 
optfaum operation at warfous objectives. 

The applfcatlon Indicated 11tnor •ounts of prtorlt,r •tal s tn the df scharge, 
f .e., below treatable ~evels. The 1.4 MGD process alld scrubber water contained, 
at tt•es, treatable quantities of aromatics, phenols alld polynuclear (base 
neutral) eranatics. Th:t:;•• ... +: showing decidedly lower contamination. 
Three halocarbon specieN_ __ re!!!!wt_ requtrl~ regulation. 

I~ ''~ Halocarbons can be '! ~~F~d to very low levels. Other treatlllent options 
are activated carbon ~orptton bfologfcal treatment and other 
physical/chemical pro s . e final treated effluent should be less than 0.1 
111g/l each halocarbon. The daily average and daily aut .. um ltmtts are 
calculated: 

1.44 x 8.34 x 0.3 • 3.6 or 4 lbs/day 30-day average. 
2 • DA • 8 lbs/dey daily ~~axfmum. 

Purgeable aromatics such as benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene can be abated with 
s1a11ar technology. Benzene and toluene tere reported in the 2C and the limits 
calculated: , .. s 
1.44 x 8.34 @ 3 lbs/day da11y average and 6 lbs/day daily 1111Xf11um. 

The Company reported 3.3 lbs/day of polynuclear aromet1cs in the discharge in 
1981. There ~re 11 components detected including naphthalene. The proposed 
Organic Chemical Guidelines indicate several of the PWA's can be reduced to o.os 
Mg/1 by activated sludge technology. Activated carbon •ay be very effective for 
these components. Since the new data indicate substantial reduction tn raw 
waste load and base neutral analytical method is expensive, the f 3 
lbs/day daily average on 1 1/KOnth frequency .. , estlblished 402(a)(1). 
Hotever, naphthalene will be 110nftored on a .eekly basts. 

I 't g ~ Coal Pile Stonn Runoff 

Standards for regulation of coal pfle runoff ~re pramulgated in the Steam 
Electric Power Plant Effluent Guidelines tn 40 CFR 1423 on November 19, 1982. 
Total Suspended SOlid's requirement was established not to exceed 50 •g/1 except 
that any untreated overflow from faci11ttes de , cted and operated 
to treat the coal p11 e runoff _.,.ich results a 0000 yea , 24-hour reinfell 
event shall not be subject to the U11ftattons tn • l'f' 

/S () Are@ Old Tint Fann Scrubber water and Stonn Runoff. 

• 
The NPDES application shows treatable quantftfes of prforf~ pollutants, 
chlorofonn, 1,2-dfchloroethane, tetrechloroe~lene and •inor amounts of other 
purgeable llalocarbons. The other par1111eters appear to reflect uncont.minated 
stonn runoff • 
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Technology ts enthble to reduce these prtort~ pollutants •11 below the 11911 
renge reported tn the eppltcetton by p~stcel/chemtcel treatment. For e.~p1e, 
1te1111/atr stripping or actinted Ctrbon technology ts clescrtbed tn the Organtc 
the~~tcal DevelopNIIt Doc~~~~t~nt end h lddressed urlter tn thh fact Sheet. The 
proposed effluent st1ndards tn 40 tFR 1414.54 were lltfltzed to uubUsh the 
effluent H•tutfon tn the proposed pen.it. Stnce tile flow h not continuous 
the .,nftortng frequency ts 1/day_~..,.ll•••k +11 fl""'l for TOC, 011 end 
Crease, end pll for the fonner aQe prtort~ polluujs S latter frequency. 

fg_Are® lortllllest Llndff11 Sto,..ter Runoff. J ) 

The northwest landftll area is the disposal site of the refuse end .astes from 
the cell •se eree. These Nterta1s are stored tn containers placed in 

Js~sites llltc confr )_Ale State of Louhtena Hazardous llaste Regulations. The 
..,.principal t~sbestos. 

The pennfttee reporteclfi:lthe application that ell priori~ pollut1nts •re 
belfeved absent except for Chramiu111 and Copper. Analysts for these COIIIponents 
showed them to be •11 below technologically treatable levels. 

The nonnal stor~~water requirements of TOC, on .~!~H were established 
for regulating this discharge. Asbestos was not·~ for thr-..J.Jiportant 
considerations: 1) the analytical aethod requires an e1 ic~pe end fs 
expensive end time consuming; 2) Total Suspended Solid nterfer ttl the 
detection limit, e.g., 50 Mg/1 TSS detection 11mft ts sever on fibers per 
liter; and 3) dOIIIestfc Mater supply plents remove TSS to less than 10 llg/1 and 
therefore 110st esbestos ts removed tn the Mater treatlllent process • 

Recognition of the fact that the asbestos is contained tn en approved landfill, 
t.e., cley lined and properly cepped, eirborne transport from the ectfve site fs 
the only potential source of 11tgration. We therefore expect veryltttle 
esbestos in the stonnwater dratnege outside the active disposal sttes. 

Outfa11s 002 Through 008 - Stonnwater Drainage to Be,you Bourbeaux. 

LDNR identified severel stonnwater point sources 1111ich discharged E 
!!:r::l·: KIIYOU Bourbeaux flows tn I general •stward direction Bayou 

JS7 *'josu Teie Ttlts recehfng stre1111 fs tn Segment 1201 of the Terrebo stn. 
~-'h-f-11-l!'gllllll!'ll~l'f has been designated Effluent ltllfted (Ell, f .e., 1111 seg~~ent fn 

which Mater qualt~ standards are being ..et end vtn conttnue to ~~eet applfcable 
water qual i~ sundards or lllere there 1s edequate demonstration that water 
quaHzy vtn ~~eet applicable standards after the appltcetton of effluent 
Hmiutions required by the Cleen Kater Act as .. ended. 

These discharges ere camprtsed of area stor~~N~ter drainage fairly r1111ote fran 
process ereas and the possfbilf~ of contlmfnatfon fs antfcip~~'::~ ~ 
Infrequent. The Region 6 treditfonal stonnN~ter requtrt~~~ents ~ II!J/1 ~~axtaf 
Total Orgenic Clrbon. 15 1119/l 111xi•1111 011 and Greese and pH of • 0 
standard ~o~~tts wre established for these discharges. These l111ftattons ~~ 
represent •axi•un limitations fOr uncontaminated stormwater. ~Ct 

•• 
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Tilts does not t11ply that the 1torw111ttr dhchlrgn do not contltn proctss 
conttmtnants, although the permtt authorizes dtscllarge of process pollutants 
exclusively out of Outfall 001. lnctdentllly, fugitive or other unintentton11 
conUnltnants 1111· be dtschargtd JI"OVfded tilt dt scllarge c011pltes wt th the ten~s of 
the NPDES Permit. 

10. The requested variance( s) appeal' Justtfted for tilt following reason( s): 

N/11.. 

u. The perwft h hi the pl'ocess of certtftcatton by the State ageney. A draft 
penntt and draft pubHc notice wtll be sent to the Dhtrtct Engineer, Corps of 
Engineers, and to the Regional Dtl'ector of the u.s. Fish and Wfldltfe Strvfce, 
and the Nltfonal Mal'fne Ffshel'fts Servfce, prfor to the publication of that 
notfce. 

12. The public notfce describes the procedures for the fon~~ulatton of ftnal 
detenntnetfons . 
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COMMI!N'l'S AND REQOBSTBD CIIAHGES 
'1'0 DRAI"'l' PBRMI'l' LIHI'l'A'l'IONS AND 

COIIDI'l'IONS CONCI!RNING '1'IIB 
PINAL OU'l'PALL 001 

COIIMBN'l' NO • ..!.!. !!!!!! .!!_ ~ .!.!_ SEC'l'ION A, PRAP'l' PBRHI'l' 

As one of the parameters to be measured, Plow - m3/day (MGP) must be 
reported on a continuous basis. COntinuous measurement is an unnecessary 
requirement and serves no useful environmental purpose over the flow 
measurement requirements at the final outfall in the existing permit. 
Moreover, to convert to continuous flow measurement would be excep­
tionally expensive given the consequent benefit to be derived. 

Justification 

CUrrently, the flow at Pinal Outfall 001 (formerly 021) is a calculated 
number baaed on the number of pumps operating, their design capacity, 
and pump running time. Since the Draft Permit places limitations on 
the flow and discharge of pollutants at a myriad of upstream points 
expressly in response to a perceived problem of analytical sensitivity 
at the final outfall, it makes no environmental sense to measure the 
flow more precisely at final outfall than it is currently being 
measured. 

Even considering the requirement in Part III, Item 9, Page 126 of the 
draft permit of undertaking a remedial program if analysis at Pinal 
Outfall 001 indicates a 25t exceedance in TPH, TPA and phenol of the 
canbined daily maximum requirements upstream, imposition of a more pre­
cise flow measurement at Outfall 001 is not warranted due to the 
unvorkability of the 25' exceedance calculation as is discussed in 
detail in Dow's Ocmaents to Parts II and III of the Draft Permit. 
Accordingly, we request the following changes. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

Change the flow measurement requirement for Outfall 001 from 
•continuous• to -- estimate ---. 

REQUBSTBP MINOR CIIANGBS 'l'O ~ PBRHIT 

1. Change the designation of • ••• outfall 001" to--- Pinal Outfall 
001 ---- so as to clearly differentiate this outfall from upstream 
internal outfalls which are not final discharge points fran Pow's 
facility • 
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PART I 

Page 2 of 127 
Penni t No. LA0003301 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

Ftwllt'­
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS ~~D MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -~Outfall OOI 

During the period beginning the effective date and lasting through the 
expiration date the pennittee fs authorized to discharge fran Outfalllsl serial 
number( s) 001, combined process, utility and stonn runoff fran the Division 
Return canal system to the Mississippi River. 

Such discharges shall be 11~fted a~d monitored by the pennfttee as specified 
bel ow: 

Effluent Characteri stf c Dfschar~e Limitations 
kg/d:sy( •bs/qay) Other Units (Specify) 

F1 ow-m3 /DIY( MGD} 
Temperature, •r 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Purgeable 

Halocarbons 
Total Purgeable 

Aromatics 
Phenols 
Biomonitorfng 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-m3 /Day( MGD) 
Temperature, •F 

Daily A·1g 

N/A 
N/A 
Report 

Report 

Report· 
Report 
N/A 

Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Purgeable Halocarbons 
Total Purgeable Aromatics 
Phenols · 
Biomonitorfng 

*See Part III, 9. 

Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

N/A Report Report 
N/A Report Report 
Report N/A N/A 

Report N/A N/A 

Report N/A N/A 
Peport N/A N/A 
N/A N/A N/A 

Monitoring Requirements 

Measurement 
Frequency 
1/DA'f 
'8A,f111W8Y5 
Continuous 
1/Day 
1/MOnth* 
1/MOnth* 
1/MOnth* 

(See Part Ill} 

Sample 
Type 
B<~~rC'o w 1'\N<tf Hell ft.£. 
II Ui%1 
Record 
Grab 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
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PART I 

Page 3 of 127 
Pel"'lllt No. LA0003301 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard 
units and sh11ll be monitored continuously and recorded (See Part 1111. 

There shall be no dfscharge of floating soHds or visfble fullll in other than 
trace lll!oun ts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shell be taken at the following location(sl: 001; the 1110nitortng pofnt for pH 
shall be in the sampling drum IIIIich receives water from all pumps llltttch pump 
the discharge from the Divfson Return Canal System to the Mississippi River. 

• The ·residence time of water fn this sampling drum will reflect the 
instantaneous pH of the combined flow, i.e., the holdup tn the vessel shall be 
1 ess than 15 minutes • 

• 

• 
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COMMBN'l'S AND REQUESTED CHANGES 

TO DRAFT PERI1I'I' LIMITATIONS AND 

CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE 
CHLORINA'l'BD POLYETHYLENE 

( CPE) PROCESS AREA 1 DO 

'J.'he "back-up• oxyqen demand parameter of COD is unnecessary and 
redundant in view of existing TOD monitoring which has always been a 
reliable indicator of oxyqen demand. 

Justification 

For process area 100, the Agency states that a "back-up• oxyqen demand 
parameter of COD is necessary, However, it is not made a requirement in 
the permit itself. Hence, the peX'IIIittee considers that there is no 
permit condition requiring a second or "back-up• axyqen demand para­
meter. In any went, the permittee contends that a "back-up• axyqen 
demand parameter is totally unnecessary, unwarranted and will not 
enhance environmental control assurance because as 'l'OD has been and 
will continue to be monitored per the existing permit: this provides a 
reliable and excellent indicator of oxyqen demand from this process 
area. Bence the Fact Sheet requirement for a "back-up• O>Cyqen demand 

parameter should be deleted to clarify what is being required in the 
permit per ae and deleted as serving no enviro11111ental purpose. 

Requested Changes to the Fact Sheet 

Eliminate mention of the "back-up" oxyqen demand parameter in the Pact ~ 
Sheet and require the continued use at the 'I'OD oxyqen demand parameter 
as indicated in the draft permit, Page 4. 

COMMBN'I' NO • .!!_PAGE.!!_~ PERMIT 

'l.'he draft permit 'l'OD and 'I'BS discharge limitations are intended to con­
tinue those of the existinq permit but are set 50% low due to an over­
sight in the draft permit failing to account for a 10Dt increase in 
production beginning October 1 , 1980. 

A compliance schedule is essential in order for.permittee to meet the 
TSS limitation for the reasons given below: 

Justification 

'l.'he discharge limitations for total oxyqen demand and total suspended 
solids are 50\ low because the permit writer apparently misinterpreted 
the existing permit. Page 5 of the fact sheet states that the BP'l' con­
di tiona of this outfall are considered BC'I'; therefore , TOD and TSS are 
continued at the following discharge limitations: 

~ IWX.{ ~~/WO ~ """'-~ {'•l!lo-4\ ~'\ 
~ ~~ -
I?. l7 4>~58 14.! ""'J~IC.2 

~~~ ID/Qt>-4\~4 
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IIPDBS PERMIT COMMEN'l'S 
AND RBQIJBS"rED CBAIIGBS 
CPE (AREA 100 l 
PAGE 2 

TOD 
"rSS 

Daily Avg 
(lb/day) 

300 
385 
~ ... 

-:(-10 

Daily Max 
llb/day) 

600 
770 

However, the permit writer failed to account for the change in 
discharge limitations that became effective October 1, 1980. 'l'llis bad 
the effect of doubling the BPT (hence the IIC'l') permit limits in order 
to reflect the new BPT conditions for this outfall. (See the attached 
existing permit Page 2). 

Therefore, the new discharge limitations should actually be doubled as 
follows: 

"rOD 
"rSS 

Daily Avg 
(lb/day) 

600 
770 

Daily Max 
(lb/day) 

1200 
1540 

In the existing (BPT) permit, the permitted levels are indicated as 
"discharge characteristics• and the daily results frau this internal 
outfall were sUIIIIIJed w.l.th three other plants, LBC I, Vinyl II and 
Environmental Operations for caopliance purposes. 

"rhe proposed permit baa el!JIIinated the sum and placed specific limite­
tiona on each of the previously sUII!IIIed internal outfalls. 'l'bia resul te 
in the need to install additional TSS treatment in order for the per- , .. .loA. 
lllittee to comply. 'l'be installation of such additional control tech-(~"'~ 
ncloqy can not be oanpleted and proof-tested before December, 1986. ) 

Requested Changes to _!:!!! !!!!!! Parmi t 

Prior to December 31 , 1986, for Internal OUtfall 1 01 , the discharge 
limitations in the proposed permit should be doubled for 'l'OD to coin­
cide w.l.th the existing permit. The total suspended solids limitations 
should be deleted w.l.th '1.'88 •report• only being required until the addi­
tional TSS control technology is installed and proved as indicated 
below. 

-reo Dl\t. D~~ 

,f)/9}) -t~IM 

,....~ 42-
x: ~ (.,46:!:. t.fll 

Q5"1o;i.. < !Slit 
~tiJ~I.t..- 114:!. 

CIJ • 7~"7o 
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EXISTING PERMIT 

A-1 Efn.&JENT LIMrrATIONS AND MONri'ORING REQUIREMENTS 

Dwv!aiMperlodbeciMl.nl effective date andlutinalhrou!lh expiration date 
U..a-iU..Iaaulhorillld&o~INmoutfall(l)aeri&lnumber(l) 001, process wastewater from the manufacture of chlorinated polyethylene. . 
....... ~ IIIUIIl be limi&ed- mgpi!O"P'J by the permittee. lpecified below: 

Km·=l OsUICieJia&ic 

llszs ai{Dtq (MGD) 
*TOO 
*TSS 
Acidity/Alkalinity 

Dis=e L imH..at1e11c 
(llllldi)ij 

n.iiF A-. 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

DllilyMu 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

increase to twice the above values. 

Typical Discharge 
Cluu•acteri s tics 
-r9{day (lbs/day) 

DailyAv1 ~.._ 

N7A 
136( 300) ... 
175( 385}** 

N/A 

N/A 
272(600) ** 
350(770) ** 

N/A 

,._ .... be nodiocharpot ftCIMiaf.alidl ex viaible foam. in other Ulm tr.:e -m•a 

MODi&orinl Requizementa 

.._.__, 
IINquea&:J 

Continuous 
Daily 
Daily 
Daily 

liuDple 
Type 

N/A 
24-hr composite 
24-hr composite 
·24-hr composIte 

• 

ll 
! 
" 'ZN 

S •r'- taken in 1t0mpi!Mce with llaeiDGDit.orin1 nquirementa apecifieclabciwe ahall be taka .aU.. followin&localion(a): 
at the location labeled 001 on the attached map. 

" ~= c­
ow 
OW ... 
w 
0 -

• 

: 
:a 
-4 



• 

• 

• 

HPDBS PERMIT CDIMENTS 
AND RI!QUES'l'BD CHANGES 

CPE (AREA 100) 
PAGE 3 

Plow (Continuous) 
'l'OD (lb/day) * 
TSS ( lb/day) * 

~·-

Daily AV11 

Report 
600 

Report 

*Sampling frequency - once/week 

Daily Max 

Report 
1200 

Report 

Note: see previous 18 months of data based on I»>R. 

After December 31, 1986, the TSS discharge limitations in the proposed 

permit should be doubled to coincide with the existing permit as 
follows• 

Plow ( Continuous ) 
'l'OD ( lb/day) 
TSS (lb/day) 

Daily Avq 

Report 
600 
770 

Daily Max 

Report 
1200 
1540 

The 'l'SS limitation& after this date reflect completion and proof­
testing of additional 'l'SS control techoology. 

COMMENT NO. lz.. ~ !t_ ~ PERMIT 

oiL 

The TOD and TSS sampling frequency should be reduced from once per day 

to once per week. 

Justification 

Until the TSS capital project work is complete (on or before 
Deefllllber, 1986), the permittee will be unable to comply with the 

proposed TSS discharge limitations stated in Cbllaent No. 2 and it 

would serve no purpose to collect data on such a daily basis as pro­

posed in the draft permit. 

After the capital project is complete, the permittee expects that the 

TSS discharges will consistently be in compliance with the requested 
discharge limitations • 
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NPOES PERMIT OC»>MENTS 
AND R.EOUI!:STED CSA!IGES 
CPE (AREA 100) 
PAGE 4 

TOO discharges are currently monitored in our existing permit for 
Internal Outfall 1 01 • The results of the past 17 aonths are as 
follows• 

TOO TOO 
Avq lb/day Max lb/day 

1983 
---:fanuary 162 364 

February 243 531 
March 280 675 
April 426 880 
May 385 724 
June 410 761 
July 264 633 
August 211 526 
September 349 677 
October 424 2162 
November 301 507 
December 279 541 

1984 
January 387 580 
February 294 568 
March 296 515 
April 316 1202 
May 251 509 

Average 310 lb/day 

It should be carefully noted that the in~g clarified river water 
alone contributes 205 lb/day average TOO to the load discharged by this 
plant (using an average flow of 1. 76 MGO and incoming TOO concentration 
of 14 1119/ll. The CPE Plant contributes an average TOD of only 105 lb/day 
or 7.2 1119/l. 

The consistency of tbe previous 17 months data and the minor amounts of 
TOO load generated by the CPE Plant in excess of tbe incaning clarified 
river water should be justification to reduce the TOO frequency from 
the proposed once per day sample to a once per week sampling frequsncy • 
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NPDES PERMIT COIMB!ft'S 
AND RBQOBS'l'ED CIIANGBS 
CPE (AREA 100) 
PAGE 5 

Reducing the frequency for the 'l'OD and TSS par11111aters would be 
consistent with other permits in the Region VI area and at the same time 
allowing a reasonable sampling frequency to demonstrate that the treat­
ment system is operating properly. 

Requested Changes to ~ Draft Permit 

The TOD and TSS sampling frequency should be reduced fran once per day Ql( 
to once per week. 

COMMENT !Ch _!L PAGE _!L ~ PERMIT 

The requested TOD limitation of 600 lb/day average and 1200 lb/day 
JUXimum should be changed to a net 'l'OD limitation of 600 lb/day average 
and 1200 lb/day IIUlltimum. Note: This is the only internal outfall 
where the permittee is requesting application of a net TOD parameter. 

Justification 

The incaoing TOD of 205 lb/day in the clarified 
for 66l of the average total TOD load from this 
Area 100. 

river water accounts 
plant, see OOnlrllent I 3 -

eooO~~~ 
~~ 1 

~(J)~ 
This incaoing 'l'OD also accounts for over 33i of tbe requested daily 
average limitation. 

Since the incoming TOD is a significant portion of the requested TOD 
discharge limitation of 600 lb/day average and 1200 lb/day maximum, it 
is appropriate to utilize a •net• TOD. 

These facts should justify the need to incorporate a net allowance into 
the permit for 'l'OD. 

Requested Cl!anges to the.!!!!!!: Permit 

The draft proposed "TOD" parameter for Internal OUtfall 101 should be 

changed to a --- NET TOD -- parameter 'llbich avoids counting so-called 
background TOD as part of the TOD limitation imposed at this outfall. 
The requested net TOD discharge limitations should be 600 lb/day average 
and 1200 lb/day maximum • 
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NPDBS Pl!RMIT COIMI!NTS 
AND R£0ll£STIID CHANGES 
CPB (AREA. 100) 
PAGB 6 

COM!IBN'l' !!!.:_ .!!_ ~ .!!_ DRAF'l' PI!RIIIT 

Total residual chlorine analysis 

Justification 

should be deleted. 

The proposed permit estiblishes a total residual Chlorine discharge 
limitation of 2 mq/1 daily maximum concentration and reporting require-
menta daily average and daily maximum mass dischargee. 

The following data constitutes TRC sampling at the draft proposed 
Internal OUtfall 101: 

Cone. Mass• Cone. Mass* 
Date ~ lb/day Date .!'lLL lb/day 

4/10/84 < 1 < 15 5/4/84 < 1 < 15 
4/11/84 < 1 < 15 5/5/84 < 1 < 15 
4/12/84 < 1 < 15 5/8/84 < 1 < 15 
4/13/84 < 1 < 15 5/16/84 < 1 < 15 
•1/a/84 5.4 79.3 5/17/84 < 1 < 15 
4/15/84 3.6 52.8 5/18/84 < 1 < 15 
4/16/84 3.6 52.8 5/19/84 3.9 57.2 
4/17/84 1. 8 26.4 5/20/84 5.3 77.8 
4/18/84 < 1 < 15 5/21/84 < 1 < 15 
4/19/84 < 1 < 15 5/27/84 < 1 < 15 
4/20/84 < 1 < 15 5/28/84 < 1 < 15 
4/21/84 < 1 < 15 5/29/84 < 1 < 15 
4/22/84 < 1 < 15 5/30/84 < 1 < 15 
4/23/84 1.3 26.4 5/31/84 < 1 < 15 
4/24/84 < 1 < 15 6/1/84 < 1 < 15 
4/25/84 3.6 52.8 6/5/84 < 1 < 15 
4/26/84 5.3 77.8 6/6/84 < 1 < 15 
4/27/84 < 1 < t5 6/7/84 < 1 < 15 
4/28/84 < 1 < 15 6/8/B' 3.6 58.2 
4/29/84 < 1 < 15 6/11/84 < 1 < 15 
4/30/84 < 1 < 15 6/12/84 < 1 < 15 
5/1/84 < 1 < 15 
5/2/84 < 1 < 15 
5/3/84 < 1 < 15 

*calculated assuming Jllea8ured grab concentration present for 24 hours. 

The CP£ Plant uses approximately 175,000 lb/day chlorine in the CP£ 
reactors. 'Ibis chlorine is reacted to either BCl or CPI! and a very 
insignificant amount is discharged unreacted, as seen in the above 



• 

• 

• 

NPDES PERMIT COIMBNTS 
AND Rl!Qill!STED CIIANGBS 
CPE (AREA 100) 
PAGE 7 

data. In fact, even if 1 00 lb/day of residual chlroine is discharg'ed, 
this calculates to a 99.94\ efficiency for chlorine reduction by the 
reaction in this process. 

Total residual chlorine was addressed as a pollutant of concern in the 
inorg'anic guidelinaa development document because of toxicity of 
chlorine to aquatic life. Previous experience indicates that the above 
concentrations of TRC are conaUIIIed by the natural a-and of the return 
water and no aquatic toxicity baa occurred even tlben considering all 
combined TRC discharges from the entire Division discharg'e, much less the 
minimal ... owtts discharged from this internal outfall. 

The cost of treatment to control TRC from Internal Outfall 101 can not 
be justified to remove such small inconsistent mass discharges that are 
naturally conswaed with no aquatic harm. 

Requested Changes to~ E!!!! Permit 

The permittee requests that the discharge limitations of 2 mg/1 daily 
maximum for TRC on Internal Outfall 101 be deleted, and the TRC analy­
sis should be conducted once per welt with the results being •reported" 
only. Reporting this data will provide a documented data base tlbich 
the EPA could utilize for long-term consideration of performance. 

COMMENT NO. !t_ PAGE .!!_ ~ PERMXT 

The once-through cooling water (O'l'Cif) is being segregated from Internal 
Outfall 101 and should be identified as a second permitted internal 
outfall for Area 100. 

Justification 

The permittee plans to segregate the OTCW from the process water by 
diverting it away from the Internal Outfall 1 01 • This segregation will 
improve the efficienCy of our sxisting settling pond by greatly 
reducing the water velocity, allowing more solids to settle. When 
flowing, the OTCif will be 1 MGD or less. 

This OTCW is used to cool the glass-lined CPS reactors. TO contaminate 
the OTCif, tooo things must happen • 

1. The glass lining ..auld have to brealt, and then 
2. . The acid in the reactor ..auld have to corrode through the metal 

that provides support to the liner • 
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NPOBS PERMIT COIMBNTS 
AND RBQOBSTBO CHANGES 
CPB (AREA 100) 
PAGE 8 

To eliminate a total reactor failure, plant policy dictates that each 
batch of CPB must be inspected for evidence of the blue qlass liner 
that would indicate a problem, The probability of OTCH contamination 
is extremely remote qiven these conditions. 

Requested Chanqea to .!:!!!. ~ Permit 

Add the OTCH as a second permitted outfall for the Area 100 and require 
only a flow oharacteriatic, estimated when flOwin<J. The OTCH will 
discharge to the north aide of CPB to the Division return system. 

GENERAL COMMENTS/REQUESTS 

I. •outfall 101" should be identified as "Internal OUtfall 101". 

2. The pH frequency should be changed to "N/A". 

3. Flow on once-through cooling water should be measured only once par 
month since this flow aeldO'Il changes and no mass limits are calcu­
lated baaed on this flow. Flow is to be estimated by usin<J the 
flow meter value of the incoming water and subtracting the measured 
water flow of Internal OUtfall 101, 
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PART I 

Page 4 of 127 
Penni t No. LA0003301 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

ltl'fliiUIIIL 
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREI£NTS -AOutfall 101 IIIAID /II 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through e~piration date the pennittee is authorized to discharge from Dutfalllsl seriel number(s) 101, process wastewater from the manufacture of chlorinated polyethylenej .WI> Ill 6t1CG 'rNttfJIICH C••/ '"'C IJA'r,/t 
Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified bel ow: 

Effluent Characteristic 

A* F1 ow-ml;oayl MGD) 'If 
Total Oxygen Demand ~ 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Total Residual Chlorine 

Effluent Characteristic 

Ill 
F'1 ow-ml /Day( MGD) 101 
Total Oxygen Demand 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Total Residual Chlorine 

~ /?tfOR.T I"LOI.JJ TO(), 

our 'A&.t. /0 I 

Discharge limitations 
kg/day( lbs/aay) Other Units !Specify) 

Daily Avg Daily Max . D~ly Avg Deily Max 
~"l~(~o' S''l&(l:aoa) N/f; ~ ') N/A ~ Report Report 

136(l8B) 272(6901 N/A N/A 
1~5(3&,r) 349(77B~ N/A N/A Report~ Report\ N/A 11(111!111 fll/lf 

.!SD (?7~ ?dO (Js'lo) 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Sample 
I' quency Type .J ~ ld/ 1741/TH lti(O''""' l'ttt>cc&s 1.111-.rt - F/o.., A 

tinuous Indicate 
~ 24-Hour Composite 
~ 24-Hour Compo sf te 
1/Week Grab 

f TSS ONL'j IJN'rll. \ -\xi'T Of/ I lll'r .It li.O L 

Ill .:kX FlAw oR I!) 'k<t~,re~.o 0,., :Z tJTtt tr.I!/A L 4u1F'10l/ 

(,.-. ,. 
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·P1ge 5 of 127 
Penn It No. LAOOOJ301 

The pH sh1l1 not be leu than N/A s·;;11~C:ard unf ts nor grnter than N/A standard 
untts and Shill be monttored~ vte gr1b s~mple. 

There shall be no discharge of floattng soltds or vfsfble fo1111 tn other than 
trace 1111ounts. 

samples teken 1n complfance with the .anttortng requirements specffted above 
shall be taken at the following loclt1on(s): 101; Southwest corner of block 19, 
discharge of settling pond • 
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NPDBS PERMIT CQ!MENTS 
AND REQUESTED CHANGES 
CPB (AREA 1 00) 
PAGE 9 

BLOCK PLOif DIAGRAM 

APTER DBCDIBBR, 1986 

TO RETURN CANAL 
BY TANKCAR ~ NEW INTBRHAL OU'l'PALL 111 
CLEANING ~ -o:B-TIIROOGH COOLING IIATBR 

""'YG. PLOW APPROX. 1 MGD 

X 

I 
<----------------

Internal Outfall 101 
Process 'IC!lter Avg. Plow 
Approximately 0.8 MGD 

X 

CPE PLANT 

AREA 100 

<------------------
IIICOMIHG CLARIFIED 
RIVERifATBR 1 • 8 MGD 
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COMMBNTS AND RBQOBSTBD CIIAIIGBS 
'1'0 llRAPT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND 

CONDITIONS CONCERNING TIIK 
CBI.LOLOSE PROCESS AREA 200 

For Internal OUtfall 211, the net 'l'OD discharge limitation of S mg/1 
should be deleted and a 100 mg/1 'l'OD discharge limitation should be 
applied. 'l'he 111888 •report• requirements should also be deleted. 

Justification 

The.propoaed permit places a net TOD discharge limitation of S mg/1 and 
mass •report• requirements on Internal OUtfall 211. 

A net 5 1119/l TOD limitation is totally inappropriate for this internal 
outfall since Mississippi River water, which is being used for cooling, 
has a 'l'OD itself close to the limit of determination of 1 0 mg{l. Bence., 

, t_!le. analytical accuracy of the TOD teat makes a net 5 mgll 'l'OD limita­
tion meaningless, Data submitted at our Dallas meeting on JW\e 25, 1984 
for the Light Hydrocarbon II Plant for December, 1983 show the 
inlet TOD varying from below the limit of detection CBLD) to a high of 
36 mq/1. CCouparing the inlet vs, outlet cooling water data, it can be 
eeen that there is a loss of as much aa -44 mg/1 TOD on a given day to 
a gain of +16 mg/1. The data shows six days in December where there 
would have been permit violations using the net 'l'OD limitation as pro­
posed in the permit due to inlet-outlet variability inasmuch as there 
ia no evidence to indicate that there ware any leaks into the cooling 
water system during this period. 

At the JW\e 25, 1984 meeting with EPA, the permittee suggested the 
possible alternative of using a net TOC limit of 5 mg/1. The permit­
tee Bg'reed to collect net TOC data to see if meaningful data could be 
generated. This data has been collected, giving the following 
results: 
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'l'OC 
mg/1 incoming 

Date River Water 

7/5/84 12 
7/6/84 6 
7/9/84 13 
7/10/84 18 
7/11/84 5 
7/12/84 7 
7/14/84 6 
7/15/84 6 
7/16/84 9 
7/25/84 8 

TOC 
mg/1 at proposed 

211 Outfall Net roc !!!9:/1 

15 +3 
17 +11 
9 -4 
9 -9 

10 +5 
12 +5 
16 +10 
12 +6 
12 +3 
9 +1 

These results demonstrate that the analysis changed from a +11 mg/1 net 
TOC to a -9 mg/1 net TOC which created suspicion as to the variabiltiy 
of just the incaning river water. 'l'his concern prompted the following 
data on the incoming river water within a one-hour time period. 

Date 

7/18/84 

Time 

4:08 P.M. 
4:14P.M. 
4:20 P.M. 
4:26 P.M. 
4:32 P.M. 
4:38 P.M. 
4:44 P.M. 
4:50 P.M. 
4:56 P.M. 
5:02 P.M. 

roc mg/1 
Incoming River Water 

6.9 
10.3 
9.7 
4.8 
6.0 
5.4 
5.6 
4.6 
s.s 
6.2 

These results confirm the variability of the incoming river water prior 
to ita use within the Division. Within only a 36-111inute time frame, 
the incoming roc dropped from 1 0. 3 mg/1 to 4. 6 mg/1 resulting in a net 
roc of -5.7 mg/1. 
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These two sets of data show that evan a 5 1119/l net 'l'OC discharge 
limitation is meaningless and extremely difficult to intarpret and 
relate to process contamination. 

The pe=ittee believes a logical approach to address the concern of 
once-through cooling water (O'l'CW) contamination is to aet a 100 1119/l 
TOD discharge limitation on the 0'1'Cif effluent. !his limit will insure 
thst the peJ:IIIittee is monitoring the 0'1'Cif on a daily basis to detect 
potential contamination and at the same time it eliminates the uncer­
tainties and variability associated with the net TOO or net TOC 
discharge limitations. 

TOD measurements through the years on the incaning river water indi­
cate that levels fran <10 mg/1 to 65 mg/1 have been measured. 'lbe 
100 mg/1 is a level which could be used reliably to detect a leak. !he 
•report only" requirements for pounds per day net TOD are also 
wmecessary and should be eliminated based on the previous discussions and 
the conclusions that net 'l'OJ> is essentially meaningless • 

Requested Change to the Draft Permit 

Olange the •net roo• discharge limitation of •s 1119/l" to a •roo• 
discharge limitation of •100 1119/l" on Internal outfall 211. Also, 
delete the •reporting• of daily net TOO mass losses. 

Change the flow requirements fran •continuous• to •estimate• for 
Internal OUtfalls 211 and 221. 

Justification 

'lhe proposed permit requires continuoos flow measurement for Internal 
OUtfall 211. Since this outfall involves a large continuous 
once-through cooling water flow with a discharge limitation specified 
in terms of concentration, this flow requirement should be chsnged to a 
•once a day estimated flow" • 
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Por Internal Outfall 221, the proposed pemit requires •continuous• 
flow measurement, when flowing. Since this internal outfall has an 
intermittent flow due to atom water and discharge liadtationa spe­
cified in terms of concentration, this flow measurement should be 
changed to s "daily estimated flow" when flowiDg. 'l'bia is consistent 
with Internal Outfall 441, which involves a aiadlar type discharge 
stream. 

Requested Change to the Draft Permit 

Change the flow monitoring requirement fraa •continuous• to •estimate• 
on Internal Outfall& 211 and 221. 

The monitoring requirement for a "24-hour composite• sample on Internal 
Outfall 221 should be changed to a •grab" sample. In order to acccmo­
date for the fluctuation in flow • 

Justification 

The monitoring requirements on Internal Outfall 221 specify a 24-hour 
composite sample. As previously mentioned, this flow will be intermit­
tent ilependinq on the quantity of rainfall. 'ftlis makes a 24-hour com­
posite sample impractical and difficult to maintain. Since this stream 
is storm water runoff, the TOO monitoring requirement should be changed 
to a once a day "grab" sample, when flowing. 'ftlia is consistent with 
the monitoring requirements of Internal Outfall 441, which is similar 
to this stream. 

Requested Change to the Draft Permit 

Change the mon:!.torinq requirement for Internal Outfall 221 from a 
"24-hour composite• to a "grab" sample. 

GENBRAL COMMBN'l'S 

1. "Outfalla 211 and 221" should be identified as "Internal OUtfalla 
211 and 221". 

2. Change the pB monitoring frequency on Page 7 of the proposed permit 
to N/A for Internal OUtfalla 211 and 221 • 
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3. Bstiaate flow on O'l'Cif ( 811 ) based on pump curve and pump hours. 

'. Estimate flow on 821 based on YOlUille of collection sump discharg-ed 
during the batch process. 

5. In order to canplete a capital projact at the Cellulose Plant (see 
Compliance Schedule section), TOD limitation on Internal Outfall 
211 should be a report only until July 1, 1985 • 
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PART I 

Page 6 of 127 
Penni t No. LAD003301 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

INtftiW. SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -Outfall$ 211 and 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expfratfon date the permittee fs authorized to discharge from Outfall(s) serial number(s) 211 -once-through cooling water from met~l cellulose unit, 221 -treated and uncontllmi nated stonnwa ter. 

s~ch discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified btl ow: 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-ml /Day( MGD) 

Net le t:a~ iltwl!fV9elll@ft41* 
TOf'A«. 011'1611if 08'Y\fJb • 
Tot1l Oxygen Demand** 

Effluent C haracterfs tic 

au 
Fl ow-ml /Day(MGD l • .. 

~ll ~ 
-lle1!- Total Oxygen Demand 

TOD 

Discharge Limitations 
kg/day(lbs/dly) Other Units (Specify) 

Daily Avg Dafly Max Dafly Avg Daily Max 

N/A N/A Report Report 

~ ~ :JA i (III!J/lltJ ...... w.c 
N/A N/A N/A 200 (mg/1) 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Simple 
Frequency Type · J ~·- /_ · SitS' ..,r ... '~ 

=~ AU() P-r IHIIE 
., ......... BAte• • .., ""'L~ 

DailY" Grab "' c.u.n, .. .- Sc.IM>f 
Dafly** t4 IIIYP GMpa&its 

""' . • ..... TOD limit applies to OTCW at 211. 
· **llhen 221 1s f1 owf ng. Report TOD only until Be ' 21 81, 1984. 

,Ju\...'l \ 1 lqSS" 
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The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard 
units and shall be monitored..,..,. vfa grab sample. 

N/14.-
There shall be no discharge of floating solids or vfsfble foam fn other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken fn compliance with the monitoring requfrements specfffed above 
shall be taken at the fallowing location( sl: 211, once-through cooling water; 
221 treated and uncontaminated stonn runoff. 

-------------
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COMMENTS .IUID Rl!QUBS'l'ED CHANGES 
TO DRAP'l' PEIIMIT LIMITATIONS .IUID 

CIXCDITIONS CO!ICERNING 'l'IIE 
CIILOR-ALKALI II, CIILORINE .IUID CAUSTIC PLIUI'l'S 011l'l"ALLS 

PROCESS AREA 300 

Based on more recent data than that used on the PoEIII 2C peEIIIit 
application, the total purqeable halocarbon limitation on Internal 
Outfalls 311 and 321 should be deleted. 

Justification 

The Agency appropriately used the permit application Porm 2C as justifi­
cation for the application of total purqeable halocarbon limitations on 
Internal Outfall& 311 and 321. The application data did indicate high 
l..,els of total purgeable halocarbon& and also high levels of total 
residual chlorine. At the time that the samples ware taken, all of the 
sources of TPB and residual chlorine had not been collected for treat­
ment which accounts for the high levels. This table summarizes the 
1979 data submitted in the pe=it application: 

Outfall 

311 
321 

Total Purgeable 
Balocarbons 

38.7 lb/day 
159.4 lb/day 

Total 
Residual Chlorine 

955 lb/day 
19,067 lb/day 

It should be noted that since the permit application was submitted both 
the CA II Plant and the Chlorine Plant have installed sodium 
thiosulfate systems to reduce or eliminate residual chlorine losses, 
In addition, the Chlorine Plant designed and installed a system to 
collect chlorinated wastes so that they might be incinerated. 

As a result of the success of these two projects, 1) elimination of 
chlorinated heavies and 2) control of residual chlorine, the total 
purgeable halocarbon losses have been drlllll8tically reduced in both of 
these plants. The following data is indicative of current losses. 

~~~~ v 
\}Y \'~ tP"J .~.I 

~. ,.,.~3-.'{ 

\~~ 
~· ~r;S 

?l· 
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CA II Plant Internal OUtfall 31 1 

Residual** 
'l'PB* Otlorine 

Date lb/day lb/day 

4/29/84 0.4 <14 
5/2/84 3.1 23 
5/3/84 3.6 <14 
5/6/84 3.0 47 
5/7/84 0.5 <14 
5/8/84 0.1 <14 
5/10/84 0.1 <14 
5/15/84 0 <14 
5/16/84 0.1 <14 
5/17/84 0.1 <14 
5/19/84 o. 1 <14 
5/20/84 0.1 <14 
5/21/84 0 <14 
5/22/84 0 <14 
5/23/84 0 <14 
5/25/84 0 <14 
5/27/84 0.8 <14 
5/28/84 0 <14 
5/29/84 0 <14 
5/30/84 0 <14 
5/31/84 O.T <14 
6/1/84 0 <14 
6/3/84 0 <14 

*COmposite sample 

Residual** 
TPH Chlorine 

Date lb/day lb/day 

6/4/84 0 <14 
6/5/84 0 <14 
6/6/84 0 <U 
6/7/84 0 <14 
6/8/84 0 <14 
6/9/84 . 1.7 <14 
6/10/84 0 <14 
6/11/84 0 <14 
6/12/84 0 <14 
6/13/84 0.1 <14 
6/15/84 0 <14 
6/16/84 0 <14 
6/17/84 0 <14 
6/18/84 0 <14 
6/20/84 0 <14 
6/22/84 0.1 <14 
6/23/84 0 <14 
6/24/84 0 <14 
6/29/84 0.1 <14 
6/30/84 0 <14 
7/T/84 o.t <14 
7/2/84 0 <14 

**Grab sample - calculation asatiiiiBs ~~e~~aurea concentration present for 
24-hour period. 

The oaks-up of the 'l'PH are as follovs: 

ChlorofoJ:111. - eo• 
llraDodicblorCIIlethane - St 
Brauofoxm - 1St 
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Chlorine Plant Internal Outfall 321 

Residual•• Residual•• 
TPH* Chlorine TPH Chlorine 

Date lb/da~ lb/da:t: Date lb/da~ lb/cJa~ 

4/24/84 5.0 834 6/6/84 1. 7 <100 
4/25/84 3.3 <100 6n/84 2.1 <100 
5/2/84 2.1 <100 6/11/84 5.9 <100 
5/6/84 3.8 <100 6/12/84 3.6 <100 
5n/84 2.2 <100 6/13/84 4.2 <100 
5/28/84 1.4 <100 6/20/84 3.9 <100 
5/29/84 3.2 <100 6/23/84 4.0 <100 
5/30/84 1.2 <100 6/24/84 2.9 <100 
5/31/84 1. 5 <100 6/27/84 4.4 370 
6/4/84 1.3 <100 6/29/84 1.9 334 
6/5/84 1.5 <100 7/2/84 1. 3 <,100 

*Composite Sample 
**Grab Sample - Calculation assumes measured concentration present 

for 24-hoar period • 

The make-up of the TPH are as follows: 

Chloroform 90tl 
Br0111oform St 
BrOIIIOdichloromethane 5' 

As a result of this data, it ia clear that the losses of total 
purgeable halocarbons are well beloW the limitations in the proposed 
permit. Control of the total residual chlorine in these internal out­
falls which is required by the proposed permit will insure that tri­
halomethane formation does not increase to levels Where total purgeable 
halocarbon!! are a concern. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

Dn the basis of the data presented above wich updates our l'Orm 2C per­
mit application, it is clear that a total purgeable halocarbon probl ... 
does not exist in Internal OUtfalls 311 or 321. We request that the 
limitations and monitoring requirements for total purgeable halocarbona 
for Internal Dntfalls 311 and 321 on Pages 8 and 10 of the proposed 
permit be deleted. b ~~ ~· .o. ~ uno o,.,., ~ ~ c.~~ ~ o.t.r "'" 

p~ f_PA ~t,~ ~2.1 .Dow~ 
TPH 5""\ '"·""""'f 
cv...y. ~ ..1-. ,w;.. ( " ttl\ x·.?'~>l~r.3~Pl.Ji!..-rPI\ '1<>•• 11 •J 

'l-l~A-- . 5,5ltl..\cl. 
q~"]. '&. c..o~9.9..!d.. 
p~ 1.2.-- S,G '&-(.!.. 
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COMMBN'l' ~ .!!_ ~ .!!_ FACT ~ 

In the event that Clclllllllent No. 1 is not accepted in ita entirety by the 
Agency 1 the Agency made an error in ita calCUlations on the total 
purgeable haloc:arbons limitation and the limitations should be 
increased. 

Justification 

'l'he third paragraph of the fact sheet states "the inorganic chemical 
develo~t document was utilized to derive equitable flow rates ••• •. 
'l'hiB document states that the •process wastewater flow rate for a model 
c!iaphra!Jlll cell chlor-Blkali plant is 8. 8 1113 /ldtg". 'l'he •kJtg" apparently 
refers to chlorine proc!uction. Caing this model flow, the permit 
writer converts to a flow rate of 0. 387 MGD for CA II. 'l'his means that 
the "daily proc!uction rate• used is: 

387. ooo gal I ftl I m! I kkg I 7.ii gal 35,5 ttl 8. 8 1113 

or 

• 167 kkg/day 

167,000 kg 1 2.~ lb I p 367,400 lb/day chlorine proc!uction 

'l'his 0.367 M lb/day chlorine rate ia substantially different than the 
confidential proc!uction rate supplied in our August 18, 1983 correspon­
dence (J. B. Martin to 0. cabra), 'llhich leac!a us to believe that a con­
version error was involved for the permit writer to achieve a flow of 
0.387 KGD. DoW oonfic!ential Business Information concerning recently 
revised proc!uction rates is being subuitted under a SBparate cover. 
'l'his confidential information also explains the rationale used to 
c!erive the following TPH limitations• 

'1'Pll Lim! ts 
Proposed Permit Based on Rationale 

Internal Limitations in the separate 
Plant Outfall 'l'PH Limits Confidential Cover 

Average Maximum Avgerage Maximum 
lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day 

CAli 311 3 6 15 30 

Chlorine 321 5 10 36 72 

• . ~~"'. ~- oW...ll.' ~ olo ,..;:t ..U..,.., ~>-~ 1 TPil ~~ ...w'4. a..:t.... 

h~a....flllw;u!l.:t't..fe""-~ tp.u,.u..~ 1\e.ct.ot '1:: 0.9 ~/tl. ~>L ~t.. c..,,.,,,:ht>th../-D.oe~l'lj/t 
~P "'~' r~~ ~ 
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Requested Chanqea to the Draft Permit 

In the event the Agency does not accept the Conclusion in Oomment No. 1 
and delete the total purqeable halocarbon limitations, then the Agency 
should increase those limitations as follovs: 

Internal 
Outfall 

311 
321 

New Limitations 
Average 

15 
36 

TPB lb/day 
Maximum 

30 
72 

This request is baaed on the same loqic used by the Agency in its par­
posed ~t, but has corrected calcullltion errors made by the Ag'ency • 
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RBPBR '1'0 CONFIDENTIAL I.NPOIIMA'l'ION IN SBPARATB BNVBLOPE • 
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As a result of an increase in producUon capacity of the Ollorine Plant 
(Dow Confidential Business Information Section) it is necessary to 
change (increase) limitations in the proposed peJ:IIIit for 'l'SS, me, total 
copper, total lead, total nickel and 'l'PB. 

Justification 

'l'he final Inorganic Chemical guidelines for Ollor-Alkeli units is baaed 
on demonstrated plant capacities. With this change in demonstrated 
capacity of the Ollorine Plant, it is necessary to appropriately 
increase the permit limitations for the above mentioned parameters. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

Considering this new information, Dow requests that the discharge limi­
tations for Internal Outfall 321 change to the follo~ing: 

TSS 
'l'RC 
TOtal Copper 
TOtal Lead 
Total Nickel 
TPII 

Daily Average 
(lb/day) 

2601 
40.3 
25 
12.2 
18.9 
36 

COMMEII'l' ~ .!!_ ~ 10, ~ PI!RMIT 

Daily Maximum 
!lb/day) 

5610 
66.3 
61.2 
30.1 
49.5 
72 

Due to the high amount of TSS in the once-thrcuqh cooling water, it is 
necessary to move the permitted point for TSS on Internal Outfall 321 
to a point upstream of caainqling rith the one-through cooling water. 

Justification 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 

Internal Outfall 321 includes approximately 14 MGD of onc-throuqh 
cooling water (Mississippi River water), plus the stream of clarifier 
underfl~ water 11hich has been treated for 'I.'SS. According to the 
permittee's previous comment chsnqa in production capacity Chlorine plant, 
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the revised TSS discharge ltaitationa should be 2601 lb/day average and 
5610 lb/day maximiDQ, 'l'SB data on Mississippi River water indicates that 
TSS concentrations can be as high as 150 mq/1. Using this con­
centration and the average flow of 14 MGD, the solids loading of once­
through cooling water alone can be 17,514 lb/day. 

14 MGD X 8.34 lb/gal X 150 mq/1 a 17,514 lb/day 

The permittee realizes that under these conditione, where a tremendous por­
tion of the TSS loading is due to the incaaing cooling water, the use of 
•netting• is often incorporated as allowed by 40 CFR 122.45 (h)(i)(B). 
llowever, in this particular case since the incoming TSS load is 312t of 
the requested maximum discharge limitation, even a very small dif-
ference in sampling technique or the EPA allo~le +10t flow require-
ments on influent or effluent samples would often result in an 
unwarranted TSS non-compliance. 

In order to elt.inate the variability associated with the sampling and 
analysis of Mississippi River water, the TSS BBIIIpling should take place 
on the Ollorine Plant's major source of TSS. 

Attached ia a block flow diagram showing the Ollorine Plant • a 
discharges into ita effluent trench before and after BAT project 
canpletion. 

The major source of TSS loading from this chlorine production facility 
results in the discharge of clarifier underflow, which is the brine­
treating portion of the plant designed to remove brine solids prior to , 
the brines use in the chlorine cella. This stream typically consists 
of 7500 mq/1 TSS or an estimated 3600 lb/day TSS, 

The cell ares drainage consists of storm wash down water and cell wash 
water. This cell wash water is another source of solids that typically 
conaiata of about 360 mq/1 TSS. This cell wash water is currently 
discharged, but after the BAT capital project completion, this stream 
will flow to the plant's impoundment area which will act as a large 
settling basin, 

The impoundment ares flow consists of effluent primarily from the 
plant's caustic scrubbers used for controlling chlorine vent emissions 
and the previously mentioned cell wash water. This flow must pass 
through a large impoundment and very little suspended solids are 
expected in its discharge, This impoundment flow will be treated for 
residual chlorine after the BAT project ocmpletion. This stream vas 
considered an insignificant TSS load and is not included in the plant's 
TSS removal project, 
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Existing Chlorine Plant Discharges 

k Cell Area 
I ainage 

~~-~h'§ 
Internal 

.ft; ® OUtfall 321 
Return < 

Canal 

pH Control r 
Acid for 

In-Plant Effluent !Tench 

·Clarifier Underflow 
( 1 . and Impoundment 

Plow (Scrubber 
Bottoms) 

l Cooling 
'l'ower 
BlOW!! own 

for pB 
Control l 
Back-up Acid 

Chlorine Plant DisCharges After BAT Project eompletion 

_L ;au Area 

G5ainaqe 

Internal 
~ ® Outfall 321 

Return ( 

Canal 

Acid for 
pH Control 

In-Plant Effluent !Tench 

6)f Impoundment Plow (Scrubber 
_waterf~ 
~ 

DCooling 
'l'ower 

lowdown 

Clarifier Underflow 
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The acid for pB control will be hydrochloric acid (BCl) that only 
contains minute quantities of TSB. 

The cooling tower blowdown will only average 10 - 13 ppm or 23 lb/day 
TSS. 

'l'he 0'1'CW strelllllll make up the remainder of this plant' a effluent and as 
previously stated, ita solids loading from the Mississippi River can be 
as high as 17,500 lb/day. 

Based on the above facta, the TSS stream of concern is the clarifier 
underflow for which the permittee has designed a discreet in-line 
neutralization system. 'l'hia system utilizes the alkalinity of the 
clarifier underflow's TSB to neutralize a spent acid atream. This pro­
cess recycles and utilizes the TSS alkalinity and at the same time 
reduces the 11111ount of cell effluent (finished product) required to 
neutralize the spent ac~ prior to its discharge. 

The best approach would be to sample downstream of the neutralization 
system, but prior to its CCIIIingling with the plant's OTCW. 

This will eliminate the nmnerous problem&, inconsistencies, and uncertain­
ties associated with netting out the plant's once-through cooling 
water, the and permittee feels that this is the 110st logical approach. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

Move the discharge limitations of 2601 lb/day average and 5610 lb/day maxi­
mUIR and the monitoring requirements for TSS of cmce a day to a point 
downstream of the clarifier treatment system, but prior to that stream's co­
mingling with the once-through cooling water. The permittee feels that this 
will astisfy the intent of the permit writer to apply BI\T quidelines and, at 
the same time, eliminate the unnecessary confusion associated with the use 
of netting. 'l'his recommendation will only involve the modification of the 
proposed permit to reflect such changes. 

COMMBN'l' NO. .!!_ ~ 12 1 DRJUI'l' PBRMIT 

The net TOO limitation on O'l'CW at Internal Outalls 331, 341, 351, 361, and 
371 should be deleted since there is no significant source of organic 
material in these process units • 
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NPDBS PERMIT COIMBNTS 
AND RBQOBSTBD CIWIGBS 
CA II, CHLORINE, CAUSTIC 
(AREA 300) 
PAGE It 

Justification 

Contaminants which could possibly leak into the OTCif are limited to either 
hydrochloric acid or caustic soda. PH is the best indicator of these 
losses. TOD only responds to organic compounds which can be oxidized. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

Delete the net TOD limitation on Internal OUtfall a 33 I, 34 t, 351, 361, and 
371. 

GENERAL COMMENTS/RBQOESTS 

I. The outfall nUIIIberinq system for Area 300 is inconsistent between the 
fact sheet ana proposed permit. In order to resolve this inconsistency, 
the followinq ohanqes should be made: 

On Paqe 4 of the fact sheet: 

Bxiatinq outfall Number 

CA II 301 
Chlorine 3 It 
Rectifier Mater 321 
SOt Caustic Bvap. 331 
73t Caustic Bvap 34 t 
caustic Purification 351 
caustic Non-contact 361 

OUtfall Number Correction 

311 
321 
331 
341 
351 
361 
371 

The last sentence in the same peraqraph should also read •. • • to 
Internal OUtfalla 311 and 321", 

On Paqe 7 of the fact Sheet: 

"OUtfalla 321, 331, 341, 351 and 361" should read "Internal OUtfalls 
331, 341, 351, 361 and 371". 

2 • Paqe 6 of the fact Sheet r 

"Inorganci atemical" in peraqraph 1 should read "Inorganic atemical", 
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NPDES PERMIT OOf!MBNTS 
AND RBQOBSTBD CIIANGBS 
CA II, CHLORINE, CADS'l'IC 
(AlUlA 300) 
PAGE 12 

3. Page 8 of the proposed permit: 

•outfall 311" should be identified as • Internal OUtfall 311". 

4. Page 8 of the proposed permit: 

A chromium limit -• placed on Internal OUtfall 311. 'Ibis limita­
tion is no lonqer necessary since this coolinq tower is no lonqer 
using a chranium treatment. 'Ibis -s documented in a letter dated 
August 18, 1983, from J. B. Martin to Oscar Csbra. 

5. Biomonitorinq: 

6 • 

7. 

comments concerninq bioalonitoring are in a separate CXIDDient section 
titled "Biamonitorinq" and in Dow' a CCIIIIIlents on Part II and III of 
the draft permit. 

Page 9 of the proposed permit 1 

The pB moni torinq requirements for Internal OUtfall 311 should be 
deleted baaed upon the reasons and alternative IIIOftitorinq plan 
listed in a separate COIII!Ient section titled "pB". 

Page 10 of the proposed permit: 

•outfall 321" should be identified as "Internal OUtfall 321". 

8. Page 11 of the proposed permit: 

Tbe pB monitorinq requirements for Internal OUtfall 321 should be 
deleted baaed upon the reasons and alternative 1110nitoring plan 
listed in a separate COIIIIIIent section titled "pH". 

9. Page 12 of the proposed pemit: 

10. 

•outfall 331, 341, 351, 361, 371" should be correctly identified as 
"Internal OUtfall& 331, 341, 351, 361, 371". 

Page 12 of the proposed pemit: 

lilet Total OXygen Demand - The discharge limitations and monitorinq 
requirements for Internal OUtfall& 331, 341, 351, 361 and 371 should be 
deleted based upon caanents made in a separate COIIIIIIent section titled 
•OTOf Net TQD• • 
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NPDES PBRMIT CQIMBNTS 
AND Rl!QOESTED CIIANGBS 
CA II, CHLORINE, CAUSTIC 
(AREA 300) 
PAGil 13 

II • Page I 2 of tha proposed parmi t • 

The permittee requests that the mcmitoring requirements for a con­
tinuoWI recorded flow be changed to once a day estimate due to the 
larqe flows (up to 38 MGD) associated with these once-throuqh 
cooling water streams, 

I 2. Page I 3 of the proposed permit • 

13. 

14. 

The pB monitoring require~~~ents for Internal OUtfall& 331, 341, 351, 
361 and 371 should be deleted based upon the reasons and alter­
native monitoring plan listed in a separate comment section titled 
•pa• .. 

Page 8 of the proposed permito 

Chromium limitations for Internal OUtfall 311 should be deleted 
since Cr treatment is no longer Wled, tosses for the previOWI six 
month period indicate leas than 0.15 pounds per day Cr in this 
discharge. 

Page 12 of proposed permit • 

Plow of once-throuqh cooling water will be estimated as described 
on tha corrected permit sheets at the back of this section. 
Frequency of measurement should be once per mcmth since the flows 
seldom change and no mass limitations are calculated from these 
flows. 

15. Page 8 of the proposed permit• 

Due to capital project construction (see Clompliance Schedule 
section), tha effective date of the TSS, copper, nickel and lead 
limitation on Internal Outfall 311 should be January 1, 1986. 

16. Page 10 of the proposed permit• 

Due to capital construction (see Olmpliance Schedule section), the 
effective date of the 'l'SS limitation on Internal OUtfall 321 should 
be January 1 , 1 986 • 
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PART I 

· Page 8 of 127 
Pennft No. LA0003301 

I'ART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

;a:-,.,.. a.._ 
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORlNG REQUiREMENTS ·AOutfall 311 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfa111sl serial number(s) 311, 
Chl or- alltal i II plant process discharge. 

Such discharges shall be limited and 1110nitored by the pennittee as specified 
bel ow: 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-ml {Day( MGD) 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS)l 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Sin orni dill** 
Total Copper• 
Total Lead .. 
Total Nickel• 
Total Pu• geabl c llal eea1 benl* 
Bi omoni tori ng 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-mltDoy( MGD) 

Total Suspended Solids !TSSI~ 
Total Residual Chlorine 
tqtel Cbr=iMM 

Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Nickel 
Tetal Pargcable tlaleearheRa* 
Bfomoni to ring 

• !PA ~thud 681 Dr 624 
·• At eTBB 

Dischar9e Limitations 
kg/day(lbs/day) Other Units (Specify) 

Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

NiA N/A Report Report 

509(1122) 1098(2420) N/A N/A 
7.9(17.4) 13. 0(28.6) N/A N/A 
e. 23 1e. 51 9.45IL9l N/o\ tl/.t. 
4.9(10.8) 12.0(26.4) N/A N/A 
2.4(5.3) 5.9(13.0) N/A N/A 
3.7(8.1) 7 .3(21.3) N/A N/A 
1.3(3) i!a7lfi) Nlo"• N/J\ 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Sample 
Frequency Type 

continuous 

1/Day 
1/Day 
'P'eet 
1/Week 
1/Week 
1/week 
1/Week 

(See Part Ill) 

Record 

24-Hour Composite 
Grab 
24 lltur C•pesi tc 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
34 HewP Caapactte 
24-Hour Composite 
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PART 1 

Page 9 of 127 
Penni t No. LA00!>330l 

The ;.H shall not be les·s than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard 
unfts and shall be monitored 1/lla:r v1;S,~"ah JlllirH e. 

There shall be no discharge of floating solfds or vfsfble foam In other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken fn c001pliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following locatfon(sl: 311, chlor-alkali plant 24" 
parshall f1 ume. 
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PART J 

Page 10 of 127 
Permit No. LA0003301 

PART J 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

"XJI."\"S 11.01it<­SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -(Outfall 321 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall( sl serial number! sl 321, Chlorine plant. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic 

Flow-m3;oay(MGD) 

Total Suspended SoHds (TSS)u 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Nickel 
Tetal PuPgea~1e Nale&a,~eRs* 
Biomonitoring 

Effluent Characteristic 

Flow-m3JDay(MGD) 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS)~• 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Total Copper 
Total Lead 
Total Nickel 
le\a~ PW,!II~le Ma~aGa~~aRs* 
Bfomonftorfng • . 

• EI'A Methlld fiiQl IF' 624 

Discharge Limitations 
kg/day( lbs/day) Other Units (Specify) Daily Avg Daily Hax Daily Avg Daily Hax 

N/A N/A Report Report 
IQ401 SC.ID 

me:~~~ 1986Er!t 3 NtA N/A 14.2 23.4 . . N/A N/A 8.8(+9-r&- ""zl.7~ 1~N/A N/A 
4.3~)tZ:t. 10. 7~FS0~ N/A N/A 6. 7~)111.'117. 5(36ri )llt.&'N/A N/A 
2 I 3 (i) 

N/A 
4.6(19) Nt'A NJA 

N/A N/A N/A 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Sample 
Frequency Type 

Continuous 

1/Day 
1/Day 
l/Week 
1/Week 
l/Week 
1/Week 
(See Part II Jl 

Record 

24-Hour Composite 
Grab 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 
24 HIIP G.-pasl'e 
24-hr. composite 
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PART l 

Page 11 of 1Z7 
Penni t Ho. LA0:>03301 

The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard 
un1 ts and shall be monitored i/llay ~·'t;f,;fFIII n•pl e. 

There shall be no discharge of n oating solids or v1s1ble foan in other than 
trace amounts. 

Samples taken 1n compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(~): 3Zl, chlorine plant discharge at 
36" Trench concrete. 
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PART I 

Page 12 of 127 
Penn it No. LA0003301 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

-;f"M-re"ll. \Ill\. 
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -AOutfalls331,341, 351, 361 • 311 

Du~1ng the period beginning the effective date and lasting th~ough the 
expiration date, the permittee fs authorized to discharge f~om Outfall( sl serial number(sl 331,341,351,361,371; Once-through cooling -ater and storm ~noff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monito~ed by the permittee as specified bel ow: 

Effluent Characteristic 

F1 ow-m3 f(lay( MGD I 

Effluent Cha~acteristic 

)9-1 
Flow-m3f(lay(MGD) 

Ne' latal OJCygeR DamaR~ 

• Each outfal 1 
)'I I. 35 I 

3~1 

Discharge li~itations 
kg/day( lbs/day) othe~ Units (Specify) 

Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

N/A N/A Repo~t 

N/A 

Report -+11119/l) 

Monito~ing Requirements 
Measurement Sample 
Frequency Type 

·If ~lllfl.t. ~.,., .. _.- MfN, J Oil 111~ I.•IIC 
Gu,htll&tn ~eee1 d FlGftl.~c-#ctr. 

1,4lay 

,,,.A~ 

. n,.,A"'" ,,.see> o.J 
11&4.,. « cchJc ~ C4~MA1',1A~ 
fihlo ,., • ..,.,.~lc F/oltl 

~c.'HIC. 

Its till TAIJc FI~Nhl.<-"klt. 

4fle. ~lilt< .fi-.J /;y 

c.ll4d''•"' 
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PART I 

Page 13 of 127 
Penn it No. I.A0003301 

The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor grtater than N/A standard 
units end shall be monitored 1/lh$ * 91 ah swn~oe. .· ·51~ fiud JJr 
There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foll!l tn other than 
trace ll!lounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following location(s): 

331; 24" parshall flume 
341, 36" flume 
351, 10' flume 
361, earthen trench 
371, 20" pipe. 
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COMMENTS AND lll'!QUESTED a!IINGI!S 
TO DRAFT PERMIT LIMITATIONS AND 

CONDITIONS CONCERNING THE 
GLYCOL I PROCI!SS AREA 400 

GENERAL COHMENTS/REQIJESTS 

1. Page 14 of the Draft Permit 

Outfalls 411 and 421 should read "Internal Outfalls 411 and. 421". 

2. Page 14 of the Draft Permit 

3, 

4. 

On the effluent characteristic of flow, ths requirsments should be 
"estimated • rather than calculated and the frequency should be 
once/day. 

Page 14 of the Draft Permit 

For the TOO requirement on Internal Outfalls 411 and 421, we 
request that the requirements be changed to 100 mg/1 TOO (see 
generic discussion on Once-Through COOling Water - Net TOO). In 

addition, the net TOO monitoring requirements should be changed to 
a grab sample instead of a 24-hour composite in order to be con­
sistent with the other once-through cooling water outfall 
requirements • 

Page 14 of the Draft Permit 

The monitoring requirement for 1, 2-dichloropropane should also be 
changed from a once/week 24-hour composite to a oncejweek grab in 
order to be consistent with the other once-through cooling water 
outfall requirements. 

5. Page 15 of the Draft Permit 

The pH monitoring requirement for Internal Outfalla 411 and 421 
should be deleted based upon the reasons and alternative monitoring 
plan listed in a separate comment section titled pH. 

6. Page 16 of the Draft Permit 

Outfalls 431, 441, and 451 should read "Internal Outfalls 431, 441 
and 451". 



• 

• 

• 

IIPDBS PBRMIT CXIIMBNTS 
AND RBOOBSTBD CIIAHGBS 
GLYCOL I (ARBA 400) 
PAGE 2 

7. Page 16 of the Draft Per:mit 

8. 

9. 

1 o. 

For Internal OUtfall 441, a limitation of 200 mq/1 of 
1 , 2-dichloropropane vas imposed on this procaas area uncontaminated 
storm runoff after firat flush ia collected. In order to be con­
siatent with requirements on similar stream in other plants (i.e. 
Vinyl II Internal OUtfall 1721,\ the diacharqe limitation should be 
set at 1 mq/1 rather than 200 fl"'/1. 

In order to update the llg'ency' s recorda, it should be noted that 
the scrubber water from the Glycol I incinerator discharges to 
OUtfall 451 at a rate of 0.1 MGD. 

Page 7, Paragraph 8 of the Pact Sheet 

The llg'ency atatea in the fact sheet for Area 400 "Abatement must be 
provided to lllllintain an effluent long term average discharge of 
approximately 12 lb/day to comply with the approx1mately 52 lb/day 
limitation. 'ftlis level of abataJaent vas deter:mined to represent 
containment in the area equivalent to BA'l' reductions.• The appli­
cant requests that the Agency explain these statements since they 
are incomprehensible to us. 

Plows are to be estimated baaed as indicated on corrected parmit 
sheet (Pages 14 and 16 l in the back of this section. Frequency of 
measurement should be as shown • 
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PART 1 

page 14 of 127 
Penn it No. LAOOD3301 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

':rtl.~llo~ 
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS -ADutfa11s 411 and 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date 
the pennittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall(s} serial number[s) 411 
and 421 (once-through cooling lllilter) from propylene o~tide and intermediates. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permitte~ as ~roerified 
below: 

Effluent Characteristic 

F1 ow-ur'l /Day( MGD) 

..fit+ Toul Oxygen Demand 

1,2-Dichloropropane* 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-ufl /Day( MGD') 

-tle1:' Total Olf.ygen Demand 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

*EPA Method 601 or 6 24 

Discharge Limitations 
kg/day( lbs/day) Other Units (Specify) 

Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

N/A N/A Report ~ort 

N/A N/A Report -5-(mg/1 l 

Report Report N/A 200( ug/1) 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Sample 
Frequency Type 
...... !:"-:\ ••T·~"'•~> e4uo "., Pu,.r 
Gal e!H-e\ed cuJtvc,s ~~0 a • , 

cr, ...... ~. r-"11~, ...,.,.c:s: 
1/Day 24 lhiiiP Gs::posHe 

c.~ 
l/lleek 
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PART I 

Page 15 of 127 
Penn it No. IA0003301 

The pll s.hall not be len tha N/A sti!ndard units nor greater than N/A standard unf ts and shall be monitored via grab sample. 
N 

There shall be no discharge • · floating solids or visible fo1111 fn other than trace 11110unts. 
I Samples taken in complfa ce • th the 1110nitorfng requirements specfffed above sha11 be taken at the fo low· og location( sl: 411, once-through coolfng water at "old" 004-1; 421, once- 1rou! 1 cooling water at "old" 004-2 • 
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PART J 

Page 16 of 127. 
Penn It No. LA0003301 

PART 1 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

-:ro~~~t.W.. 
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ~AOutfalllsl 431, 
441, t~nd 451. 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from Outfall(sl serial number(sl 
431, stonnwater impoundment; 441, emergency stormwater overflow and 451, one~ 
through cooling and rain water (air system) from Glycol I area . 

. Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified 
below: 

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations 
kg/day( lbs/day) Other Units (Specify) 

Daily Avg Dally Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

F1ow~m3f0ay(MGD) 

Total Oxygen Demand 
1,2~Dichloropropane 

EfflLent Cheracteristic 

':t JW.a o: nv ;'Ills I 1181H 

N/A 

Report 
Report 

Total Oxygen Demand 
1,2~Dichloropropane** 

F~oa.~- ,_»jD";f (11\G>O) 'i".JI '* 
*When f1 owl ng e 

**Ei>A Method 601 or 624 't'l/ 

"151 

N/A 

Report 
Report 

Report 

N/A 
N/A 

Report 

200 (mg/1) 

a~g i~',U 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Sllmpl e 
Frequency Type 

tJ&as* 

1 /Day* 
1/Week* 
1/ 'bAt 

'/b""' 

Gnb 
Grab ..l. .1 1 

Jltc4ll.,IUO .,.I{ /fCaTa,e~ 
6lt I ~ICC PIA.,.~ 

b'I·~,.*J /,'tfk J oJ 
IZit11lt:IILl. 

E»f,IMit Aitse.J 611 
~4'1' ~~~~~c t:Jt/c .. /•-/,o.ro~.s 
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PART I 

Page 17 of 127 
Penn1 t No. LA0003301 

The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard 
units and shall be monitored N/A. 

There shall be no discharge of noating solids or visible follll fn other than 
trace 1111ounts. 

Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements specified above 
shall be taken at the following locatfonlsl: 431, rain water impoundment to 
effluent canal; 441, emergency overflow from Glycol I area cmd 451, once-through 
cooling and rain water (air system) at "old" 004·3 fn the Glycol I area • 
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COMMBN'l'S liND REQOBSTBD CRAHGBB 
'1'0 DRAP'1' PBRMIT LIMITATIONS liND 

CONDITIONS CONCERNING 'l'BB 
SOLVEifl'S PROCI!SS AREA 500 

COMMBIIT !Q.:.. .!.!.. ~ 18, ~ PERMIT 

The limitation on total nickel is basad on one grab sample in the 
permit application and is unnecesssary based on most recent data. 

Justification 

Recent analyses of Internal Outfalls 511 and 521 indicates that nickel 
is below treatability levels and, moreover 1 appears in lliiiOWlts which 
should not be of concern to the J\qency. Recent data indicate the 
following: 

Total Nickel 

Mississippi Internal Internal 
Date River Outfall 511 OUtfall 521 

~ !!!'1L! lb/daJ1 .!!!iL!. lb/day 

7/6/84 .025 
7/8/84 .011 7.1 .026 .54 
7/9/84 .015 .21 
7/10/84 .017 .011 7.8 ,015 
7/24/84 <.003 <1.5 <.003 <.1 
7/25/84 <.003 <.003 <1.5 <.003 <.1 
7/26/84 <.003 .008 4.0 <.003 <.1 
7/27/84 <.003 .012 6.0 <.003 <.1 
7/28/84 <.003 <.003 <1.5 <.003 <.1 
7/29/84 <.003 (,003 <1.5 .014 <.I 
7/31/84 <.003 <.003 <1.5 <.003 <.1 
8/1/84 <.003 <.003 <1.5 <.003 <.1 

.It is obvious from the data that the amounts of nickel appearing in 
Internal OUtfall 511 and 521 effluents are due to backqround levels of 
the metal in the cooling water obtained fran the Mississippi River. 
The permit application single data point is, ..e believe, erroneous and, 
moreover, not representative of nickel discharges from these outfalls. 

Requested Change to Draft Permit 

Delete the limitation on total nickel at Internal OUtfall& 511 and 521. 



• 

• 

• 

NPDBS PBRIUT COMMBN'l'S 
AND ltBOUBSTBD CIIANGBS 
SOLIIBNTS (PROCBSS ARBA 500) 
PAGB 2 

COIIMEH'l' !!!!.:. !,_ PAGB 18 , .!?!!!! PBRMIT 

The discharge limitations for 'rPB for the sum of Internal OUtfalls 511 
and 521 should be set at levels which have already been achieved by the 
permitt- from the previoWI installation of BAT treatment. Discharge 
limitations on Internal outfall 601 should be ..,ad to Internal OUtfall 
51 1 and limitations requested for 601 should be IIUIIIIIIed w:l.th those limi­
tations reqoested for 511 and 521 • 

Justification 

See justification described in the Vinyl I Process Area 600 comments. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

The discharge limitations fol' 'I'PB fol' 511 and 521 should be IIIOdified as 
proposed in a separate eamment section titled "Proposed 'I'PB Limits•. 
Proposed limitations on 511 and 521 should be added to proposed limita­
tions on 601 and should be IIIODitored at 511 and 521. Losses measured 
at 521 should be added to losses measured at 511 • 

COMMEN'I' NO. .!L ~ 18 , DRAP'l' PER.MI'I' 

The limits fol' "'I'otal Residual Chlorine• should be deleted fl'om the 
Internal OUtfall 511 since recent analytical results (set forth below) 
indicate that this outfall does not contain a significant chlorine 
discharge • 

• 
Justification 

Recent data fX'OIII Internal Outfall 511 indicate the follow:l.ng : 

Detection -xL~~;.. 
Date !5/l 'I'RC* Limit (ID!J/1} ~ .~.J..- Pc,A"'(' ~ 

6/22/84 1.0 
·~ 

NO ~ 
6/25/84 1.9 1.0 M~i!Cl.._ 
6/26/84 3.6 1.0 
6/27/84 <1 1.0 
6/28/84 <1 1.0 
6/30/84 <1 1. 0 
7/1/84 <1 1.0 
7/6/84 <1 1.0 
7/9/84 <1 1.0 
7/11/84 <1 1.0 
7/12/84 <1 1.0 
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Date 
7/25/84 
7/26/84 
7/27/84 
7/28/84 
7/29/84 
7/30/84 
8/1/84 
8/2/84 
8/4/84 
8/5/84 
8/6/84 

mg/1 'l'RC* 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 

0.24 
0.30 

<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 
<0.05 

Detection 

0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 
0.05 

•A pound per day loss rate cannot be calculated since this is a grab 
sample 

uMore sensitive analytical method used as of this date 

'l'he fact sheet does not indicate, and we have been unable to detemine, 
what the basis is for the •17 average/34 JIUIXim1llll• limitation. 'l'he detec~ 
tion limit baaed on new analytical methodology for 'l'RC is 0. OS mg/1 or 
25 theorectical pounds per day at the 511 Internal outfall. It is, 
thereofore, impossible to demonstrate compliance of a 17 pounds per day 
average permit limitation. It would be arbitrary and capricious to 
apPly such a limit in any final permit. 

Requested Change to the Draft Permit 

Based on recently developed (previoua page) data, the 'l'RC limitation 
should be deleted. Alternatively, the frequency should be changed to 
once a month with a •report only- requireaent. Also, the permit writer 
!a referred to a separate CCIIIIIIent section 0111 •Total Residual Chlorine• 
for further justification. 

COMMBNT ~ .!!_ ~ 18, DRAPT PBRMIT 

The limitation on "Total Residual Chlorine• should be deleted frOI!! 
Internal OUtfall 521 since the chlorine is adequately neutralized in 
the return canal by the chlorine demand of 575 MGD of once-through 
Mississippi River water prior to discharge from the Division Pinal 
OUtfall DO 1 • 

Justification 

Neutralization of residual chlorine by onc~through river water is 
described in a separate 00111111ent section on •Total Residual Chlorine• • 
Recent data shown below indicates that the present discharge of resi­
dual chlorine from 521 is neutralized prior to discharge fran the final 
outfall • 
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Internal OUtfall 521 
(Average Flow 1 • 5 MGD) 

Date 
6/22/84 
6/25/84 
6/26/84 
6/27/84 
6/28/84 
6/30/84 
7/1/84 
7/6/84 
7/9/84 
7/11/84 
7/12/84 
7/25/84* 
7/26/84 
7/27/84 
7/28/84 
7/29/84 
7/30/84 
8/1/84 
8/2/84 
8/3/84 
8/4/84 
8/5/84 
8/6/84 

1{1 
109 
123 
< 1 
324 

67 
105 

15 
48 
75 
47 
2.8 

17.4 
< .os 

160 
110 

4.9 
< .05 
< .05 

7.4 
15.2 
8.1 

Pinal OUtfall 001 
(Average Flow 600 MGD) 

!!!il! lb/dayu 

<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 <150 
<.03 (150 
<.03 <150 

*More sensitive analytical method used as of this date. 
**Assumes this concentration is present for the 24-hour period. 

Requested Change to Draft Permit 

Based on recently developed data. the TRC limitation should be deleted 
from Internal OUtfall 521. Alternatively, the frequency should be 
Chan9'ed to once a month with a •report only" ~rement. Also, the 
pel'lllit writer is referred to a separate CCDnent section on "Total 
Residual Chlorine• for further justification. 

COMMENT NO. ~ ~ 20, ~ PBRMIT 

Net TOD limits are inappropriate for OTCW in the Ollorinated Solvents 
Plant aince pur9'eable halocarbon& are the only eource of organics and 
are monitored satisfactorily in the combined flow at Internal Outfall 
511 • 
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Justification 

The proposed permit requires the monitoring of Met TOO for Internal 
Outfalls 611, ,621, 631 and 641. The per:mittee feels this requirament 
is of no environmental value since purgeable halocarbon would be the 
only addition of TOO contamination and a TPH limit exists immediately 
downstream at the final oombined flow frau the 600 Area. Moreover, 
sufficient analytical sensitivity exists at this outfall such that 
limitations and new outfalls further into the process area are 
unwarranted and contrary to 4 0 CFR 122. 45 ( i) • 

Additional comments concerning these net TOO requirements can be found 
in a separate comment section titled·~ Net TOO". 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

The net TOO requirements should be dropped and Internal Outfalla 501, 
531 and 541 should not be identified by aerial numbers since all of the 
streams make up Internal Outfall 511. This should satisfy the intent 
of the permit writer to requlate for contamination since 511 baa both 
discharge limitations and monitoring requirements for TPH aa well ss 
the analytical sensitivity. 

GENERAL COMMENTS/!IEQIJESTS 

Page 8 of the Pact Sheet 

1. Use water flow rates for the Chlorinated Solvents Plant in Dow 
correspondence "Proposed Total Purgeable Halocarbon Limits, • 
7/19/84. 

2. "Influx" in paragraph 3 should be •reflux". 

3 • "I!Diperical" in paragraph 6 should be •empirical" • 

Page 18 of the Draft Permit 

4. "Outfall(s) Sum of 511 and 521" should read "Internal Outfall(s) 
Sum of 511 and 521" • 
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5. EPA Analytical Standards require grab BBmples analysed within 30 
minutes for TRC, but tbe proposed permit states the use of a 
24-hour campoaite. We believe tbe intent of tbe permit writer was 
to require a grab BBIDple for this parameter. 

6. Bianoni toring COI!IIIIenta and reccwuendationa for 5 11 can be found in 
a separate section titled "Bicmonitoring" and in Dow' a COI!IIIIents on 
bianonitoring in Parts II and III of tbe draft permit. 

Page 19 of the Draft Permit 

7. 'l'he pH 1110nitoring requirements for Internal OUtfalla 531 and 541 
should be deleted baaed upon tbe reasons and alternative monitoring 
plan listed in a separate CCI!IIIIent section titled "pH". 

8. 'l'he description of the CCI1lpliance monitoring requirmaents on page 19 
for 511 should read "511; process, cooling and scrubber" not "511; 
contact river water f:ran steam stripper". --

Pages 20 and 21 of the Draft Permit 

9. Delete CCIIIpletely pages 20 and 21. 

Page 18 of the Draft Permit 

10. Due to design, construction and start-up of a major capital project 
to reduce chlorinated organic losses at the Solvents Plant (see 
CClmpliance Schedule section), it is necessary to place interim 
limitations on TPII on tbe BUill of Internal OUtfall& 511 and 521. 
The final limits will be effective upon completion of the project 
on April 1 , 1987. 'l'he interim limit for this outfall ahould be 
284 lb/day lllllldmum based on 1984 data with a 9U confidence factor. 
(See discussion in Ocmpliance Schedule.) The 284 lb/day IIIBXimum 
includes TPH lOBBes f~ Vinyl I and Solvents • 
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PART I 

Page 18 of 127 
Pennit No. LA0003301 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

,.,~~,,. ... 
SECTION A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 1\0utfall(s) Sum of 
511 and 521. 

During the period beginning effective date and lasting through expiration date 
the pennittee is authorized to discharge from Outfalllsl serial number(s) sum of 
511 and 521 - process wntewater from the 11anufacture of chlorinated solvents. 

Such discharges shall be limited and ~nitored by the pennittee as specified 
bel ow: 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-niJ ;oay( HGD l 
'Felt- I "-• ~-· d.'-•"'C. Total Re•i-w•l ihliPlRI 
T11hl Nl elttl 
Total Purgeable Halocarbons* 
Biomonftorfng 

Effluent Characterf sti c 

Fl ow-niJ /D ~y( MGD) 
Te1'!t"' A-.o.,..&. C41MoNC 
To' Ae~i-ul' ihltPille 
'•*•1 IIi ehel 
Total Purgeable Halocarbons 
Bfomonftorfng 

*EPA Method 601 or 624 

Discharge Lfmftattons 
kg/day( lbs/dayl Other Units (Specify) 

Daily Avg Daily Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

N/A _,.,. .. 
7 71111 

N/A 
RII'IIIM,. 
lS.HiiH 

Report 

l 8(§ J) 5 zr1z Gl 
a 9?titi41" 
N/~3"" 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Report 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Monitoring Requirements 
Measurement Sam p 1·• 
Frequency Type 

Continuous 
1/lt\wll. 
~ 
1 ,<HaM 
1/Day 

(See Part Ill) 

Record 
c:~s 
2' Hour G81R,a&t&.e 
2 4 ·HP"t CaR Ill st t.e 
24-Hour Composite 
24-Hour Composite 

**Outfall 511 contains purgeable halocarbons ••• .. ,.1 :e•t•v•l chlsr4Pt from 
Vinyl I, eutFa11 till. ne 'hne lt•'t' appls anu th. calucs fi a eu&ht'l 
fOl It I lzt t: acted f: an ld'Uall riM. Atli:> tttt•/1'1 ~ CI..JM. •~'~4~-~ 
s•l\leN'h, . P~t•C~..,ora. 

j EFFeC'flole: 1J1tffE Alit F'il'ol$. Lmth+1"upl.} IS /}Ptt.ll I 1 /7S7 

"'J:'..:n-oc:t:"' l.-:"''~ ~ll. 3o"'1. .,..."ffiqLl.S ~n ~Sill ~ ~ 8 'I lb/ I>")-
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PART I 

Page 1g of 127 
Penn it No. LA0003301 

The pH shall not be less than N/A standard units nor greater than N/A standard units and shall be monitored~ via grab sample. 

There shal 1 be no discharge of f1 oatl ng solids or visible follll in other than trace amounts. 

Samples taken fn compliance with the monitoring requir811ents specified above shall be taken at the following locatfon(s): 511; snnuc• Pi ·ap tJUe: F: tA stu· at: lppe:; 521, contact process was_tewater./ 

511 (fonnerly OOSA) process, cooling and scrubber water; 521 (formerly 0058) scrubber and stormwater from solvents manufacturing area. 
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PART I 

Page 20 of 127 
Permt t No. lAOOOJJOl 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

ON A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS - 0 

ourtng the riod beginning effective date and lasting th ugh expiration date 
the penni tte 1s authorized to discharge from Outfall( s serial number( sl 501, 
531,541 - Noll"' ontact river 11111ter and uncontaminated nn runoff from 
chlortn.Jted solv ts plant. 

Such discharges 
below: 

Effluent Characteristic 

Fl ow-m3 /Day( MGD l 

Net Total Oxygen Demand 

Effluent C:haracteristi c 

Flow-m3tDay(MGD) 

e pennittee as specified 

ischarge Limitations 
s/dayl Other Units (Specify) 

Dafly Mu Daily Avg Daily Max 

N/A 

N/A 

Continuous 

1/Day 

Report Report 

N/A 5 (mg/1) 

Grab 
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Plge 21 of 127 
Pemtt No. LA0003301 

The pH shall not be les than N/A stenderd units greater than N/A standard untts and shall be monttor 

There shall be no discharge of 
trace liiiOUnts. 

above 
shall be taken at the follo 

501; non-contact rtv water plus tnctnerator sc 
531, non-contact e-through rfver water. 
541, non-contac iver water plus stripped stonnwater. 
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COMMENTS AND RBQOI!Si'BD CIIMIGBS 

'1'0 DlUIP'1' PBRMIT LIMITATIONS AND 
CONDITIONS CONCERNING TilE 

VINlf'L I PROCESS AREA 600 

COMMEII'l' HO • .h ~ 22, ~PERMIT 

Net TOD limits are inappropriate for O'l'CW in the Vinyl I Plant since 
purqeable halocarbon& are the only source of orqanics and are JDDnitored 
satisfactorily in the combined flow from the 600 Area. 

Justification 

The proposed parmit requires the monitoring of Net TOD for Internal 
OUtfalla 611, 621, 631 and 641. i'be permittee feels this requirement 
is of no environmental value since purgeable halocsrbons would be the 
only source of TOD contamination and a TPB limit exists immediately 
downstream at the final combined flow from the 600 Area. Moreover, 
sufficient analytical sensitivity exists at this downstream outfall 
such that limitations and new outfall& further into the process area 
are unwarranted. 

Additional comments concerning these net TOD requirements can be found 
in a,separate comment seCtion titled "O'l'CW Net TOD" • 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

The net TOD requirements should be dropped and Internal OUtfalls 611, 
621, 631, and 641 should not be identified by serial numbers since all 
of these streams IIIBke up Internal OUtfall 601. i'his should satisfy the 
intent of the pe.rlllit writer to regulate for contamination since 
Internal Outfall 601 has both discharge limitations and monitoring 
requirements for TPH, as wll as the analytical sensitivity. 

The discharge limitation& for TPH for Internal outfall 601 should he 

moved to Internal OUtfall 511 and should be set at levels which have 
already heen achieved by the permittee from the previous installation 
of BAT treatment. 

Justification 

Internal OUtfall 511 is common to both the Vinyl I and the SOlvents pro­
cess areas. i'be total flow at 511 a'l7eragea 60 MGD. Analytical sen­
sitivity is equivalent to 2.5 lb/4ay of TPH for each of the five 
campounds which could be present at this internal outfall. 
consolidation of Internal OUtfalls 601 and 511 would reduce the 

sampling requirements, the flow measurements, the flow calculations and 

the analytical demands on the permittee without sacrificing the lb/day 
sensiti'l7ity limits. 
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Requested Changes to Draft Peradt 

'l.'he discharge limitations for purgeable halooarbons on Internal Outfall 
601 should be modified as proposed in a separate camnent section titled 
"Proposed Total Purgeable Raloc::arbons Limits•, should be monitored at 
Internal Outfall 511 1 and should be added to the limitations requested 
at Internal Outfalle 511 and 521. 

COMMENT NO. .!!._ PAGB 22, DRAP'1' PERMIT 

Imposition of permit limite and monitoring for TOD, TPII, 'l'RC and bio­
monitoring at Outfall 601 is unnecessary and is contrary to BPA'a own 
regulation at 40 CPR 122.45(i) in dew of the fact that the BIIIDe para­
meters are limited and monitored at proximate downstream Internal 
outfall 511 • 

Justification 

40 CFR 122.45(il allOIIS BPA to impose permit limite and monitoring at 
upstream. points in an OIIOer's/operator•s facility When • ••• exceptional 
circumstances ••• • support it and are recited in the fact sheet. Implicit 
in 40 CFR 122.45(1) is the proposition that BPA may impose permit 
limits and conditions upstreiiiD but no further upstream than is 
necessary to overcaae the •exceptional circumstances• which justified 
it in the first place. 

In this situation, imposition of limits upstream is justified, if at 
all, on the basis of lack of analytical sensitivity at Dow's Pinel 
OUtfall 001 where flow can reach up to about 650 MGD. At the flow rate 
existing at outfall 601 fraa the Vinyl I Plant, 47 MGD, there is suf­
ficient analytical sensitivity to control and monitor the pollutant 
parameters limited there. 

Very close to the aame degree of analytical sensitivity exists at 
Internal Outfall 511 which :I.e a caahined discharge point for the 
Vinyl I Plant and the Solvents Plant (total caahined flow of about 
60 MGD). 

Inallllluch as the same pollutants are regulated at the two outfalle and 
OUtfall 511 has essentially the same analytical sensitivity aa at 
OUtfall 601, there is no legal or technical justification to control 
and monitor these pollutants at Internal OUtfall a 601, 611, 621, 631 
and/or 641. In fact, all these outfalla should actually be deleted in 
favor of OUtfall 511 • 
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Requested Ch&nge to the Draft Perudt 

Delete OUtfall& 611, 621, 631, 641, and 601 land continue to limit and 
monitor 'l'OD, TPR, TRC and monitor flow and bi0111onitor at Internal 
OUtfall 511). 

COMMEN'l' NO • .!.!_ ~ 22, ~PERMIT 

The limits for "Total Residual Chlorine• should be deleted fran the 601 
Internal OUtfall since recent analytical raaulta (set forth below) 
indicate that this plant does not have a significant chlorine 
discharge. 

Justification 

Recent data fran Internal OUtfall 601 indicates the followin9: 

Date 
6/22/84 
6/27/84 
6/28/84 
6/29/84 
7/1/84 
7/3/84 
7/5/84 
7/6/84 
7/9/84 
7/10/84 
7/11/84 
7/12/84 
7/25/84 
7/26/84 
7/27/84 
7/28/84 
7/30/84 
8/1/84 
8/2/84 
8/3/84 
8/4/84 
8/5/84 
8/6/84 

III!J/1 TRC* 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 

Detection 
Limit 111!9'/1) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
o.osu 
0.05** 
0.05** 
0.05** 
0.05 .. 
0.05** 
0.05** 

0.05** 
o.05** 
o.o5•• 

*A pound per day calculation cannot be made since this ia a !Jrab BB111ple 
**More sensitive analytical method used as of this date. 
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'l'he fact llheet does not indicate, and we have been unable to determine, 
vhat the basis is for the 17 average/34 maxilaUIII limitation. The detec­
tion limit baaed on new anlaytical methodology for 'l'RC is 0,05 mg/1 or 
20 theoretical pounds per day at the 601 Internal Outfall. It is, 
therefore, impossible to demonstrate CCIIIpliance of a 17 pounds per day 
average pemit lilllitation. It would be arbitrary and c.pricioua to 
apply such a lilllit in any final permit. 

Requested Changes to the Draft Permit 

Baaed on recently developed (previous page) data, the 'l'RC limitation 
should be deleted. Altarnatively, the frequency should be changed to 
once a month vith a •aaport only" requirl!lllant. Also, the permit writer 
is referred to a separate c:aament section Utled "Total Residual 
Chlorine• for further justification. 

GENBRAL COMMBN'l'S/RBQUESTS 

Page 9 of Fact Sheet 

1. 'l'he statement "the peX111ittee produces EDC by direct and cacychlori­
nation of ethylene• is incorrect, It should read "the permittee 
produces EDC by direction chlorination of ethylene•. 

2. 'l'he atate~Dent •aome VCM is chlorinated to 1, 1, 2-trichloroethane. 
'l'he BCl by-product is utilized in the oxychlorination reaction 
above" is incorrect and should be deleted. 

3. tlae water flov rates for the Vinyl I Plant indicated in Dov 
correspondence "Proposed Total Purgeable Halocarbon Limits•, 
7/19/84. 

4. Eliminate Internal Outfall& 611, 621, 631 and 641. 

Page 1 0 of the Fact Sheet 

5. "Abvoe" should be "above". 

6. According to the permit writer, .the excess atormvater calculation 
-a supposed to be the 8811le as the calculation for the Solvents 
Plant. If that is the case, the limits should be 12.5 pounds per 
day 30~ average and 25 pounds per day daily lllllXimUIII, not 
6 averag 12 maximUIIl as indicated on Page 10 • 
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7. "Imperical" should be •empirical". 

a. •sot• should be •s11•. 

9. "Six ccmponenta• should be •two ccmponents•. 

Page 22 of the Draft Peradt 

10. "Outfall 601" should read "Internal Outfall 601". 

11. 'l'be monitoring .:equirementa for TRC specify a "24-hour ccmposi te• 
sample. 'l'hia is inconsistent with EPA sampling protocol. 'l'his vas 
probably intended to be a "grab sample". 

12. Biomonitoring for Internal Outfall 601 should be deleted since 
biomonitoring will be required downstream at Internal Outfall 511. 

Page 23 of the Draft Permit 

13. 'l'be pB monitoring .:equirements for Internal Outfall a 601, 611, 621, 
631 and 641 should be deleted based upon the reasons and alter­
native monitoring plan listed in a separate comment section titled 
"pH'". 

14. 'l'be paragraph addressing net TOD and 0'1'CW outfall descriptions 
should be deleted based on separate COI!IIIenta dealing with these 
subjects • 
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PART 1 

Page 22 of 127 
Permit No. lAOOD3301 

fV/Z>IIt! f,. Il'l"k<N(I L 

PART I 
REQUIREMENTS FOR NPDES PERMITS 

l:>lJ .,. f:IH .. L s II 

SECTION A. FLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS • 0 

During the perf beginning effective date and lasting thro h expiration date 
the permittee is uthorized to discharge from Outfall(s) s ial number(s) 601, 
procesc; wastewater from EDC/YCM and once-through cooling ter. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the rmittee as specified 
below: 

Effluent Characteristic 

F1 ow-ml /l)ay( MGO l 

Net Total Oxygen Demand* 
Total Purgeable Halocarbons** 
Total Residual Chlorine 
Biomonftorfng 

Effluent Characteristic 

F1 ow-ml /l)ay( MGD) 

Net Total Oxygen Demand* 
Total Purgeable Haloca ons 
Total Residual Chl or e 
B i anoni tori ng 

Disc roe limitations 
kg/day( lbs a Other nits (Specify) 

Dafly Avg 0 fly Max Daily Avg Daily Max 

N/A 
17.2(38) 
15.4(34) 
N/A 

Report 

Report 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Continuous 

1/Day 
1/Day 
1/Day 

(See Part IH l 

-Hour Compo sf te 
24 our Composite 
24- ur Composite 
24-Ho r Composite 

Report 

Report 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

* At OTCW str. ams 0621, 0631 and 0641 • 
.,.. EPA Metho 601 or 624 • 
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Page 23 of 127 
l'el"'llf t No. LAOOD33Dl 

The pH shall not less than N/A standard units nor greater 
unfts and shall be mo red 1/dily vfa grab sample. 

There shall be no discharge o 
trace 1111ounts. 

006 sampling point at the south 

Net TOO to be monitored 
0631 approximately 17 
return canal • 

611 approximately 17 MGO, 0621 ap ximately 10 MGD, 
and 0641 at a location just prior to en 
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COIMBIITS llliD lUIQIJI!S'rBD CIWIGES 
TO DIIAPT PBRMIT LIMITATIONS llliD 

CONDITIORS OlNCBRNING 'l'IIB 
LIGII'l' IIYDROCAIUIOII II PLANT ARB!!. 700 

The draft TSS limitations for Internal OUtfall 721 are incorrectly 
based on the proposed organic guidelines "hiqh" nter use instead of 
the "lov" water use concentrations, and the flov should be 0,3 MGD 
inste.i of the 0.03 HGD listed in the Pact Sheet. By using the correct 
'1'8S limitations and oanparing aqainst actoal llMR data, this stream 
poses no threat of TSS contamination and ita monitoring should be 
deleted. 

Justification 

The proposed permit specified discharge limitations of 71 lb/day 
averaqe and 142 lb/day maximum. The permit writer states that the pro­
posed orqanic chemical quidelines -re used to requlete '1'88 in this 
stream. These proposed quillelines in 40 CPR S414.33(b) state BC'1' limi­
tations for 'l'SS of 120 mq/1 lla1ly averaqe and 353 mq/1 daily maxilDum 
for low water use hrastenter llit!lcharge ia less than 0. 2 gallons per 
pound of total daily production). The "high" water use concentrations 
used by the permit writer do not apply. 

The Pact Sheet states that the contact water flow is 0. 03 MGD for 
Internal OUtfall 721. This vas the flow reduction that Dow predicted 
in a correspondence from J.B. Martin (Dow) to J. Dehn (EPA/Dallas) on 
November 17, 1983. Bovever, since that tillle, Dow baa cancelled this 
proposed flow reduction project due to economic considerations. The 
correct flow for Internal OUtfall 721 should be mollified to 0. 3 MGD, 
which is an averaqe of the llMR monthly flows from 1983 to May, 1984 on 
ths existing Internal OUtfall 007. The Benzene Removal Project for 
this outfall is still underway. 

Since the flow for Internal OUtfall 721 will remain 0.3 MGD, not 
0.03 MGD, the 'l'SS calculations should be mcclifiell u follows, 

'l'SS (lb/llay averaqe) 

0. 3 MGD x 8. 34 lb/qallon x 120 1111J/l • 300 lb/llay averaqe 

'1'88 (lb/llay maximum) 

0. 3 MGD x 8. 34 lb/qallon x 353 lllg'/1 • 883 lb/day III&Xilllum 
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For Internal outfall 721, the fact sheet statement that "1!10 data are 

available other than flow for this diecharqe• is incorrect. Proposed 

Internal outfall 721 is OUtfall 007 in our existinq per:mit with moni­

torinq ~irements for flow, TSS, oil and grease and TOD. 

DMR data from 1983 to May, 1984 for existing OUtfall 007 shows the 

followinq TSS results: 

TSS TSS 

lb/day daily lb/day daily 

avera2:e JllllXia\111 

1983 Janusry 21.5 108 

February 50.2 138 

March 50.2 167 

April 24.3 146 

May 23.0 106 

June 16.8 59 

July 17.7 70 

August 19.5 57 

september 18.0 44 

October 17.7 46 

November 19.2 70 

December 52.1 447 

1984 Janusry 57.2 196 

February 33.2 176 

March 30.9 123 

April 36.9 124 

May 52.6 150 

Average lb/day is 31.8 

It is obvious that the existinq plant history for TSS is well below the 

300 lb/day average and 883 lb/day IIIIIXimllll calculations usiii!J tha actual 

flow of 0.3 MGD and the permit writer's proposed orqanic chemical 

guidelines. 'rhe pest history of TSS for Internal OUtfall 721 shows no 

threat of TSS contamination and provides sufficient infotiDBtion to 

justify the removal of its TSS requirements. 

R!!<IUested Charlge to thB Draft Permit 

Delete the TSS discharqe limitations and IIIDnitorinq requirements on 

Internal OUtfall 721. 
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AND RBQUBS'l'BD CIIANGBS 
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COMMEN'l' 110 • ..!!. ~ 26, ~PERMIT 

'l'he proposed permit has discharge limitations on Internal OUtfall 721 
for two oxygen demand pariUiletera, 'roD and BODs• '.ftlia stream is 
currently per:mitted for 'l'OD with tha caabined 1111111 frc:a three other pro­
ceases. Since 'l'OD ia currently pemitted and peat data history ia 
baaed on '1'0D not BODs, the permittee requests that the discharge limi­
tations and monitoring requirements be deleted for BODs. 

Also, the proposed 'l'OD limitations of 200 mg/1 avergae and 400 mg/1 
maximum should be converted to ita equivalent JIIIUIS limits that do not 
go into effect ~mtil capital project CCIIIpletion in July, 1, 1 !186. 

Justification 

Internal OUtfall 721 ia currently permitted for 'l'OD with the sum of 
three other proceaaea. 'l'bis stream has a "characteristic discharge" 
1 , 3 77 lb/day average and 2, 7SO lb/day maximum • 

Internal Outfall 721 

FloW 'l'OD 'roD 
Date MGD lb/day Average lb/day Maximum 

1!183 
----;January 0.23 449 683 

February 0.28 665 897 
March 0.28 595 1094 
AprU 0.29 417 621 
May 0.28 384 918 
J~me 0.25 385 811 
July 0.23 362 709 
August 0.25 313 52S 
September 0.27 359 689 
october 0.30 467 1022 
November 0.29 398 769 
f\ecenMJ: 0.42 730 2875 

.!!!! 
January 0.37 699 12!19 
February 0.30 77!1 2124 
March 0.34 87!1 1569 
April 0.40 689 2S38 
May o.3s _!!!__ 2117 

Avg. 0.30 Avg. 562 

of 
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Given the fact that '1'0D ia currently monitored under the existing permit 
with years of peat history, the penal ttee does not understand the 
need to require monitoring for the redundant oxygen parameter of BODs. 
TOD has been an excellent indicator of operational upsets that would 

affect oxygen demand which justifies the deletion of BODs· 

The proposed permit places TOD •concentration• lilllita of 200 mg/1 
average and 4 00 III!J/1 maximum on Internal OUtfall 721 • 'lbe 1983 through 
May, 1984 data listed previously, demonstrates tha consistent flow 

nature of this stream which warrants conversion of the concentration 

l:l.lllits to mass l:l.lllits, baaed on the average flow of 0. 3 MGD: 

0.3 MGD x 8.34 lb/gal x 200 mg/1 • SOO lb/day average 

0.3 MGD X 8.34 lb/gal X 400 mg/1 • 1000 lb/day maximum 

However, it should be noted that the previous llMR data show an average 
daily 'l'OD discharge of 562 pounds, which ia consistently above the pro­
posed mass limit of SOO lb/day average. 'lbe existing treatment system 
basically consists of an API separator which results in minimum impact 
on '1'0D removal. 'lbe permittee is currently installing a capital project 
for benzene rt!!IIIOITal that ia expected to reduce its '1'0D discharge below 
the proposed maaa limits. 'lb.ia project completion date is June, 1986 

(September 1 , 1983 letter correspondence, David Grsluun (Dow) to 
John Dehn (EPA). It would be arbitrary to attempt to establish 
• interim• TOD limitations prior to the ccmpletion of this capital worl< 
which ia necessary to maintain ccmpliance, so the permittee requests 

that TOD be •reported" until July 1, 1986. 

aequeated Change to the Draft Permit 

For Internal OUtfall 721, delete the BODs limitations and monitorinq 
requirEIIllents, convert the proposed concentration '1'0D limits to ita 
equivalent mass limits effective July 1, 1986. '1'0D should be 
reported within that time at the proposed frequency of once per toeek. 

COMMBII'1' RO. ~ ~ 26, ~PERMIT 

The oil and grease •concentration• l:l.lllita should be converted to ita 

equivalent maaa limitations of 25 lb/day average and 38 lb/day llllll<imum. 

Justification 

Internal OUtfall 721 currently baa discharge limitations of 90 lb/day 
average and 180 lb/day maxi11111111. '!.be proposed permit baa oil and grease 
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discharge limitations of 10 mq/1 average and 15 mq/1 mu:imum. 'l.'he per­
mittee feels the proposed concentration levels are aqreable, but only 
if the concentrations are applied to a flow (continuous in this case) to arrive as •mass• limits similar to the existing permit, 

Using the flow of 0, 3 MGD (the average of the DHR monthly flows frau 
1983 to May, 1984), the oil and grease discharge limitations should be: 

0.3 MGD X 8.34 X 10 mq/1 a 25 lb/day average 

0.3 MGD X 8.34 x 15 mq/1 g 38 lb/day maximum 

Requested Chang& to the Draft Permit 

O.ange the oil and grease concentration limits of 10 mq/1 average and 
15 mg/1 maximum to the equivalent mass limits of 25 lb/day average and 
38 lb/day maximum for Internal Outfall 721. 

COMMBN'l' _NO_ • .!!,. ~ _26_, ~ .:.PBIIMI==T 

Benzene should be uaed as an indicator of purgeable ar<X!Iatics and a 
mass discharge limitation, based on the following C<X~~~~Mts, should be 
utilized to arrive at a •max• discharge limitation of J_O lb/day after 
project canpletion in July 1, 1986. '!.'his limitation w:l.ll then be uti­
lized to arrive at the benzene limitation for Internal Outfall 1511. 

Justification 

!l'he fact sheet states that this atre1111 ( 721 I contains treatable 
priority pollutant&, that the permittee is installing a Benzene Remoll'al 
System, and that no data ia available other than flow. Bowever, as previously stated, this stream is Outfall 007 in our existing permit. 
The Part 2C application for thia etre11111 did detect three purqeable aro­
matic canpounds in four sampling attempts 1 

COncentration 
(mg/11 

1 2 3 

Benzene 4.2 3.4 4.0 
Toluene 2. 1 1.5 1. 5 
Bthylbeno:ene o. 21 0.16 0,11 

4 

5.1 
2.0 
0.16 

Average 
Cone. 

(JI!9'/l) 

4.18 
1. 78 
0.16 

Average 
cone. 

(mq/1) 

4.2 
1.8 
0.16 

Average 
lb/day 

7.4 
3.5 
0.3 



• 

• 

• 

HPDES PBRMIT COMMBII'l'S 
AND RBQUBSTBD CBANGBS 
L!IC II ARBA 700 
PAGB 6 

The Pact Sheet states that the proposed BAT OZO,Janic chemical 
were utilized as a regulation basis. Bthylbenaene is listed 
posed guidelines with an effluent limitation of 0.275 '11111/1. 
Dation on the permittee's Part 2C application indicated that 
ethylbenzene was detected well below this l8V'el in all cases. 

guidelines 
in the pro­
'l'be infor-

It should also be noted that, according to our data, benzene/toluene/ 
ethylbenzene are present in a very consistent ratio of 20/10/1, respec­
tively. Baaed upon process knowledge anCI ocmposition, the permittee 
feels that benaene is the single 1111jor indicator that could be used to 
determine process ccmpliance with this stream. In fact, all of the 
permittee's referrals to the treatment system have been expressed aa 
•the Benzene Removal System•, since benzene is the key component for the 
design criteria. 

'l'be proposed permit requires both mass and concentration limits. 'l'be 
permit writer has expressed that this is typical if tha stream has a 
wide r8D!Je of flow. 'l'be permittee's pervious Olllment No. 2, PB!Je 26 of 
the draft permit explains the consistent flow from this internal outfall 
which supports the conversion of the concentration limits to maas limits 
using the averB!Je flow of o. 3 MGD. 

It is unclear how the permit writer arrived at benzene limitations of 
0.4 mg/1 average and 0.65 mg/1 maximum, but it is apparently baaed on 
steam stripping technology. 'l!!.e proposed organic guidelines davel.opment 
document examines the treatability from steam strippers, but it was 
d8V'aloped primarily for bcmogeneoua llixtures at solubility in water and 
not on actual operatift!J conditions of hetero!Jeneoua llixturea in a acme­
times complicated stream nature. Also, the document typically used 1 OOt 
overall column efficiencies, gave little criteria on design and did not 
address variability factors associated with actual operating conditions. 
Apparently the permit writer did include a variability factor in 
arrivlft\J at the proposed limits, but the permittee feels that the pro­
posed limits are too atrlft\Jent to be achieved by steam stripping with 
the system that is currently under construction were there is no cer­
tainty of ita actual operating performance. 'l'be permittee bel.i8V'es 
that 10 lb/day maximum benzene diachaZ9e from Internal Outfall 721 is 
appropriate and achievable. '!!!.is limit ensures that the permittee muat 
make every attempt to properly operate the system and it also allOWB 
for unexpected operating conditions as a result of a new ayste~~~, never 
before tested. 'l'be BPA baa the option to reopen any permit should the 
need ever arise to re-examine a dischaZ9e parameter or limit. 

This capital project is expected to be in eervice by July 1, 1986, and 
benzene abould only be reported until projeot caapletion at tohich time 
benzene will be regulated at Internal Outfall 1511. 
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Requested Change to the Draft Perud t 

Dtilhe benaene as an indicator of TPA to elillinate the additional 
monitorinq of toluene and etbylbenzene. Bliminata the benzene discharge 
limitations of 0.4 111911 average and 0.65 mg/1 maximum with a •report• 
requirement until ~ject completion in April, 1986 and then establish 
a benzene limitation of 10 lb/day maximum. 

This benzene limitation should then be applied at Internal Outfall 1511 
(downstream of the Mathanea Plant). See OCIIIIIIents on Internal Outfall 1511. 

The phenol discharqe limitations should be chanqed to a "report• 
requirement. 

Justification 

Initial meetinqs with the BPA and LOBO (formerly LDNR) on the develop­
ment of a BAT Permit indicated that both parties were primarily con­
cerned with the removal of benzene from this ... stewater stream. Aa a 
result, the permittee authorized a $4.75 M capital ~ject with the pri­
mary qoala of q.reatly reducinq benzene (and other purgeable aromatic 
compounds) and oil that is currently present in this stream with the 
installation of steam stripping and dissolved air floatation treatment. 
When the draft permit was issued diacharge limitations of 0.5 mg/1 
average and 1 • 0 mg/1 m1udmum ""re alSo placed an phenol. Available 
information for phenol is present in our Part 2C Application and also 
fran a recent sampling that indicated the following: 

Concentration 
Sa!!!ple 111911 lblda:t 

Part 2C t1 0.88 1, 70 
Part 2C i2 0.36 0.70 
Part 2C 13 <0.01 <0.02 
Part 2C t4 <0.01 <0.02 
7/6/84 1. 70 4.30 
7/9/84 I .40 3.50 
7/10/84 2.40 6.00 
7/11/84 1.80 4.50 
7/24/84 o. 01 0.03 
7/5/84 2.90 7.30 
7/26/84 3.10 7.80 
7/27/84 0.59 1.50 
7/28/84 0.03 0.08 
7/29/84 0.02 0.05 
7/30/84 0.02 0.05 
7/31/84 0.02 0,05 
8/1/84 0.03 0.08 
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The highest phenol level detected on these 17 samples w.s 7. 8 powlds and 
the majority of the samples sholled far less than this amount. Pbenol is 
foxmed as an Wldesired by-product by the presence of oxygen in the 
ethane/propane process. Pbenol is not collected as a specific canpowld 
in this process and remains in vary low concentrations and it is reaso­
nable to expect low phenol discharges similar to the above levels. 

The current $4.75 M steam stripping and dissolved air flotation project 
will not result in a significant reduction in phenol based on an BPA 
article (treatability of the orqanic priority pollutants by steam 
stripping, Bwang and Fahrenthold) that claims •not 1110re than 231 
ranaval," for phenol. 'lbis BPA claim is also supported by three data 
points that the permittee used to simulate approximate conditions of 
this stream for phenol steam stripping: 

Phenol Pbenol out 
into Stripper of stripper 

Date !!!11:/1 !ill 

7/13/84 11.50 6.90 

7/14/84 9.03 10.00 

7/15/84 10.30 9.70 

It would be arbitrary to require the permittee to meet the proposed phe­
nol discharqe limitations of 0. 5 mq/1 average and 1. 0 mq/1 maximum on a 
stream that EPA claims will not result in 1110re than a 23' removal. '!.be 
permittee realizes that the BPA and LDBQ are interested in identifying 
phenol sources and a •report• requirement in this case would be benefi­
cial to demonstrate that phenol is not a concern fran this internal out­
falL 

Requested Change to the Draft Per.it 

Delete the discharqe limitations for phenol and add a •report• only 
requirement at the proposed frequency of once per week. 

COMMEN'l' NO. !!_PAGE 26, ~PERMIT 

Naphthalene should be utilized as an indicator for other polynuclear 
aromatics (i.e. fluorene) as stated in the Pact Sheet, with a •report• 
only requirement for mass discharge at Internal Outfall 721 • 
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Justification 

Pl110nne iB a polynuclear arcmatic and paqe 18 of the Pact Sheet for the 
2200 Area states that naphthalene iB considered an indicator for several 
polynuclear aranatica IPNA 'a). 'l'he permittee's Part 2C data for 
Internal Outfall 721 indicates that naphthalene is the JIIOSt predominant 
PNA (avera9ed 3.8 lb/dsy), while fluorene aver&g'ed only 1 lb/dsy. 'l'he 
permittee does not understand the need to set 4ischa~e lilllitations and 
monitoring requirements on a second PNA compound I fluorene) since 
naphthalene is the prilllary camponant. 

Paqe 18 of the Pact Sheet for the 2200 Area indicates that "very little 
data is available on the results of treatment technology for 
naphthalene•. 'l'he permittee aqrees with this conclusion. However, we 
strongly disagree with the permit writer's conclusion that "Apparently, 
naphthalene is effectively removed by well-operated bio-syatems or else 
it would have been encountered in the o~anic chemical 9111deline deve­
lop'llent work. • 'l'he proposed o~anic chemical !JU!delines, llppendix B, 
states that naphthalene is one of the compounds which •are not proposed 
for re<Julation at this time, generally due to lack of adequate data• • 
The permittee feels that, considering the above information, setting 
discharge limitations for naphthalene 'IIOuld be extremely arbitrary with 
no sound justification, 

Since treatment data is not available for naphthalene, it 'IIOuld be bene­
ficial to require the lllllBBreporting of naphthalene in an effort to 
establish a loog term data base for reduction of this compound by steam 
stripping. 

Requested Change to the Draft Permit 

Delete the dischar9e limitations and monitoring requirement for fl110rene 
and chanqe the naphthalene discbarqe limitations of 0.5 mq/1 average and 
1 .o mg/1 maximum to a •report• only requirement of mass discharge, 

COMMENT ~ I..!_ PAGB 30 1 ~ PRRHIT 

Recent phenol data for Internal Outfall 741 indicate an aver&g'e 
discharge of less than 30 ppb, and its lack of presence justifies the 
need to delete this parametar, 


